6450

supplies. Our procedures for following de-
fense-rated orders adequately confirm this
view, although despite this fact we are plan-
ning some procedural changes which should
give us even closer supervision.

The end of it all is that there just is not
enough nickel available to take care of de-
fense requirements and the civillan economy
(the stockpile take will be substantially de-
creased this year). The controls which you
urge will not get anybody any more nickel
and the undoubted result of such controls
would probably bring into operation use de-
terminations and specifically might very well
result in the complete elimination of the use
of nickel for decorative purposes,

There is some further increase of nickel
-supply In sight for 1957, What effect 1t will

‘have on civilian avallability will largely de-
pend on the military requirements at that
time.

This in a general way seems to me to be
the story and, as aforesaid, if you find your-
self in Washington, we’ll be glad to go
through it with you to the nth degree and
give you all of our thinking about a prob-
lem which is very difficult and, as I presently
see it, almost completely insolvable.

Most sincerely yours,
BINCLATR WEEKS,
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Veterans of Foreign Wars Honor Hon.
Victor Wickersham, of Oklahoma

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

o

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 17, 1956

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
as chairman of the House Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, I am pleased to inform
the House that Mr. Rutherford Day,
chairman, Loyalty Day Committee, De-
partment of the District of Columbia,
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
-States, Washington, D. C., announced
today that my colleague Congressman
VicTtor WickeErsHAM, Democrat, of Okla-
homa, has been unanimously selected
from a group of all outstanding leaders,
including Senators and Congressmen, to
receive the annual Loyalty Day award
given by the Veterans of Foreign Wars
of the District of Columbia.
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Mr. Day stated that this award is made
annually to a figure of national promi-
nence who works in the District of Co-
lumbia and that this is the first time that
the award has been made to a Member of
Congress, either on the Senate or House
side. The award consists of a plaque,
with the following inscription:

To VicrorR WickErsHAM for exhibiting
those qualities in private and public life
which make for a greater America.

In advising Congressman WICKERSHAM
of his selection to receive the annual
Loyalty Day award on May 1, Mr. Day
stated:

It is the unanimous opinion of the com-
mittee, which opinion is concurred in by the
Department of the District of Columbia,
that no finer a man could be found to whom
the award might be made. By Congressman
WICKERSHAM'S sincere application to duty
and to the interests of his congressional dis-
trict, as well as to those of the Nation, and
with a solid record of achievement in com-
mittee and other work, he has proven to be
the type of man who is the basic strength of
our great United States of America,
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‘WEDNESDAY, APRIL 18, 1956

(Legislative day of Monday, April 9,
1956)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Reverend John Prescott Robert-
son, minister, First Congregational
Church, Braintree, Mass.,, offered the
following prayer:

Almighty God, who speakest to Thy
creation in the glory of the dawn and in
the holy hush of eventide, speak to us
now as we pause in prayer at noonday
to invoke Thy guidance and Thy divine
blessing.

Problems face us here, in committee
rooms and in our offices, that try the lim-
its of our wisdom; tasks abound that
summon up the full measure of our
strength; demands galore call for pa-
tience and endurance of the highest
order. Amidst these stark realities we
rejoice in our responsibilities and our
opportunities for Thou, O God, change-
less and eternal, art the sole source of
peace and righteousness.

Wilt Thou be graciously pleased to look
upon us now with Thy most holy favor
and Thy fatherly benediction. So may
we ever realize that while we are toilers
in time we are likewise builders for
eternity. Through Christ our Lord.
Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the following

letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., April 18, 1956,
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. EarRLE C. CLEMENTS, a Senator
from the State of Kentucky, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
WaLTER F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Mr. CLEMENTS thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JorNsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Monday, April 16, 1956, was dispensed
with.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
MITTED DURING RECESS

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of April 16, 19586,

Mr. HAYDEN, from the Committee on
Appropriations, on April 17, 1956, re-
ported favorably, with amendments, the
bill (H. R. 9390) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1957, and for other pur-
poses, which report was ordered to be
pridnted, and the bill placed on the cal-
endar.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations were communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed the following bills and joint res-
olution, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate:

H. R.6084. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to sell certain lands of
the Agua Caliente Band of Mission Indians,
California, to the Palm Springs Unified
School Distriet;

H.R,7426. An act to ratify and confirm
Act 249 of the Session Laws of Hawali, 1955,
as amended, and to authorize the issuance of
certain highway revenue bonds by the Ter-
ritory of Hawaii;

H.R.7679. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands by the United States
to the city of Muskogee, Okla.;

H.R.T732. An act to amend section 402
(c) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, with respect to the coloring of
oranges;

H.R.7891. An act to authorize and direct
the exchanges and sales of public lands with=-
in or adjacent to the district of Puna, county
of Hawall, T. H, for the relief of persons
whose lands were destroyed by volcanic ace-
tivity;

H.R.8123. An act authorizing the Ad-
ministrator of General Services to convey
certain property of the United States to the
city of Roseburg, Oreg.;

H.R. 8404, An act to provide for the con-
veyance of a portion of the former prisoner
of war camp, near Douglas, Converse County,
Wyo,, to the State of Wyoming, and for other
purposes;

H.R.8674. An act to provide for the re-
turn of certain property to the city of Biloxi,
Miss.;

H.R.9424. An act to amend the Clayton
Act, as amended, by requiring prior notifi-
cation of corporate mergers;

H.R.9768. An act relating to general obli-
gation bonds of the Territory of Hawail
amending Public Laws 640 and 643 of the
83d Congress (68 Stat. 782, ch. 889 and 68
Stat. 785, ch. 892), and ratifying certain
provisions of Act 273, Session Laws of
Hawall, 1955, which authorizes issuance of
public improvement bonds for schools in the
city and county of Honolulu and the county
of Hawail;

H.R.9769. An act to enable the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize
the city and county of Honolulu, & munieci-~
pal corporation, to issue general obligation
bonds;

H.R.10046. An act to simplify and make
more nearly uniform the laws governing the
payment of compensation for service-con-
nected disability or death, and for other pur-
poses; and

H. J. Res. 306. Joint resolution to establish
& national motto of the United States.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
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signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore:

S.2587. An act to amend the Public Health
Bervics Act to authorize the President to
make the commissioned corps a military
service in time of emergency involving the
national defense, and to authorize payment
of uniform allowances to officers of the
corps in certain grades when required to wear
the uniform, and for other purposes; and

8.2755. An act to designate the reservoir
above the Monticello Dam in California as
Lake Berryessa.

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

The following bills and a joint resolu-
tion were severally read twice by their
titles and referred as indicated:

. H.R.6084. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to sell certain lands of
the Agua Caliente Band of Mission Indians,
California, to the Palm Springs Unified
School District;

H.R.7426. An act to ratify and confirm
Act 249 of the Session Laws of Hawail, 1955,
as amended, and to authorize the issuance of
certain highway revenue bonds by the Ter-
ritory of Hawaii;

H.R.7801. An act to authorize and direct
the exchanges and sales of public lands with-
in or adjacent to the district of Puna, county
of Hawail, T. H.,, for the relief of persons
whose lands were destroyed by volcanic
activity;

H.R.9768. An act relating to general obli-
gation bonds of the Territory of Hawail
amending Public Laws 640 and 643 of the
83d Congress (68 Stat. 782, ch. 889 and 68
Stat. 785, ch, 892), and ratifying certain
provisions of Act 273, Session Laws of Hawall,
1955, which authorizes issuance of publie
improvement bonds for schools in the city
and county of Honolulu and the county of
Hawail; and

H.R.9769. An act to enable the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawali to authorize
the city and county of Honolulu, a municipal
corporation, to issue general obligation
bonds; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H.R. 7679. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands by the United States
to the city of Muskogee, Okla.;

H.R.T732. An act to amend sectlon 402
(c) of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act, with respect to the coloring of oranges;

H. R.8123. An act authorizing the Admin-
istrator of General Services to convey certain
property of the United States to the city of
Roseburg, Oreg.; and

H.R.8674. An act to provide for the return
of certain property to the city of Biloxi,
‘Miss.; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

H. R. 8404. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of a portion of the former prisoner
of war camp, near Douglas, Converse County,
Wyo., to the State of Wyoming, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

H.R.9424. An act to amend the Clayton
Act, as amended, by requiring prior notifi-
cation of corporate mergers; and

H.J. Res. 396. Joint resolution to establish
a national motto of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.10046. An act to simplify and make
more nearly uniform the laws governing the
payment of compensation for service-con-
nected disability or death, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED
.. 'The Secretary of the Senate reported
_that -on today, April 18; 1956, he-pre~

‘e Works:
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sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

5. 2687, An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to authorize the President to
make the commissloned corps a military
service in time of emergency involving the
national defense, and to authorize payment
of uniform allowances to officers of the corps
in certain grades when required to wear the
uniform, and for other purposes; and

8.2755. An act to designate the reservoir
above the Monticello Dam in California as
Lake Berryessa.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions was authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia was au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
subcommittee of the Committee on the
Judiciary, which began its hearing this
morning on the proposed judicial ap-
pointment of Mr. William B. Herlands to
the District Court, Southern District of
New York, was unable to finish its hear-
ing this morning. I therefore ask unan-
imous consent that the subcommittee
may continue its hearing this afternoon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

On request of Mr. PasTore, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
of the Committee on Interstate and

‘Foreign Commerce having under con-

sideration Senate bill 2643, to promote
the common defense and the general
welfare of the people of the United States
by encouraging maximum development
of low-cost electric energy from all
sources of power, including atomic en-
ergy, coal, oil, natural gas, and water,
and for other purposes, was authorized
to meet this afternoon, during the ses-
sion of the Senate.

On request of Mr. FuLBRIGHT, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Housing of the Banking and Currency
Committee was authorized to sit tomor=-
row afternoon while the Senate is in
session.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
when the Senator from Arkansas is in
attendance at that subcommittee meet-
ing, will he be willing to look into the
matter of the interest rates on housing?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be de-
lighted if the Senator from Arkansas will
do so.

COMMITTEE SERVICE

On motion of Mr. JOHNSON of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, it was

Ordered, That the Senator from BSouth
Carolina [Mr, Worrorn] be assigned to serv=-
ice on the Committee on Government Opera=

‘tions, the Committee on Interstate and For- .

elgn Commerce, and the Committee on Pub-
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ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour, with a
limitation of 2 minutes on statements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR CALL OF THE CALENDAR
ON THURSDAY—LEGISLATIVE
PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have a brief announcement I
should like to make for the information
of the Senate, and I call the attention
of the minority leader to the request
I am about to make. I request unan-
imous consent that on Thursday, im-
mediately following the completion of
morning business, there be a call of the
unobjected-to-measures on the calendar,
and that the call begin at the point where
the last calendar call ended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the unani-
mous-consent request? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to have all Members
of the Senate on notice that calendar
No. 1780, H. R. 9390, the Interior De-
partment appropriation bill, will be taken
up on next Monday, April 23. That bill
is ready to be considered now, but in
view of the provision of the Reorganiza-
tion Aect requiring that appropriation
bills lie over for 3 days, the bill could
not be brought up until the end of the
week. In order that every Senator may
have ample time to study it, it is the
plan of the leadership to schedule it for
April 23. It is my understanding that
this is a noncontroversial bill and that
it provides for a total appropriation of
$433,851,400, which is $1,290,900 less than
was requested by the Budget Bureau.

I might also mention, for the informa-
tion of the Senate, that last year the
Interior Department appropriation bill
was reported to the Senate on May 2
and was passed on May 5. As of this
time, the Senate has completed action
on 4 appropriation bills this year, 3 of
which have become public laws—the
Treasury-Post Office appropriation bill
for 1957, the urgent deficiency, and the
additional Labor appropriation for 1956.
The Second Supplemental Appropriation
Act for 1956 will soon be out of confer-
ence, and I am sure will be finally com=
pleted at an early date.

Last year at this time the Senate had
acted upon 3 appropriation bills, only
1 of which had become a public law; so
it is clear that we are substantially
ahead of schedule this year. I know
that the Appropriations Committees of
both Houses are moving forward on their
heavy workload expeditiously and vigor-
ously. I am confident that final action
on all appropriation bills will be com=-
pleted well ahead of schedule this year.

I should like to give notice that fol-
lowing the morning business it is planned
to take up the following measures:

Calendar No. 1749, S. 2424, to provide
.that.lock and dam No. 17 on the Black
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known and designated as the John Hollis
Bankhead lock and dam;

Calendar No. 1750, 8. 2712, a bill to
authorize the charging of tolls for transit
over the Manette Bridge in Bremer-
ton, Wash.;

Calendar No. 1751, S. 2091, authoriz-
ing the reconstruction, enlargement, and
extension of the bridge across the Missis=
sippi River at or near Rock Island, Ill;

Calendar No. 1752, 8. 2092, transferring
to the jurisdiction of the Department of
the Army the bridge across the Missouri
River between the Fort Leavenworth
Military Reservation in Kansas and
Platte County, Mo., and authorizing its
removal;

Calendar No. 1753, S. 3272, to increase
and make certain revisions in the gen-
eral authorization for small flood-con-
trol projects in the Flood Control Act of
1948;

Calendar No. 1776, H. R. 9428, to pro-
vide for the procurement of medical and
dental officers of the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Public Health Service, and
for other purposes;

Calendar No. 1777, S. 2854, to amend
the National Housing Act, as amended;

Calendar No. 1778, S. 2855, to provide
authority to stockpile temporary hous-
ing for disaster relief, and for other pur-
poses; and

Calendar No. 1779, S. 2859, to provide
rent-free accommodations in certain fed-
erally aided housing for needy victims
of major disasters, and for other pur-
poses.

As I have previously announced, on
Thursday there will be a call of meas-
ures on the calendar to which there is
no objection, so that we can clear the
calendar of private bills which are ready
to be considered.

I also wish to announce that the three
treaties on the Executive Calendar will
be considered on Thursday, immediately
following the morning business,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
‘pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT OF WATERSHED PROTECTION AND
FLoOD PREVENTION AcCT

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed
-legislation to amend the Watershed Protec-
tion and Flood Prevention Ac¢t (with accom-
-panying papers); to the Committee on Agri-
culture and' Forestry.

AvUpIT REPORT ON GOVERNMENT SERVICES, INcC.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report on Government Services,
Inc., for the year ended December 31, 1855
(with an accompanying report); to the Com=-
mittee on Government Operations.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 3238 oF TITLE 18,
UNITED STATES CODE

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend section 3238 of title 18, United States
Code (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
: _ REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL

A letter from the Acting Attorney General,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
the Attorney General for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1055 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT
ReEsmmENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra=-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders entered granting the appli-
cations for permanent residence filed by cer=
tain aliens, together with a statement of the
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to
each alien, and the reasons for granting such
applications (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SUSPENSION OF EMPLOYMENT OF CIVILIAN
PERSONNEL

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the act of August 26, 1950, relating to
the suspension of employment of ciyilian
personnel of the United States in the interest
of national security (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

The petition of Henry H. Ettinger, of New
York, N. Y. praying for the enactment of
legislation to provide old-age assistance to
honorably discharged veterans of World
War I, and so forth; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself
and Mr. EENNEDY) :

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service:

“Resolutions memorializing Congress to en-
act certain legislation

“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts respectfully urges the Congress
of the United States to enact such legisla=-
tion as may be necessary for establishing
proper flood-control measures in the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts; reducing the
age at which women may receive benefits
under the Soclal Security Act from 65 to 62;
reducing the age at which widows may re-
ceive such benefits from 65 to 62; reducing
the eligibility age of persons entitled to old-
age assistance to 60 years; providing for a
study of the number of Veterans’ Adminis-
tration general medical and general surgical
hospital beds within the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, with a view to increasing
such facilities; providing that paid-up poll-
cies of insurance be issued to such veterans
of World War I who have pald into the
Treasury of the United States premiums in
excess of the amount of the face value of
such term policies and that thereafter all
premiums thereon shall be waived; provid-
ing for two deliveries of mall daily by the
post office department; providing that a
pension of not less than $100 be paid month-
ly to citizens who are over the age of 65 and
have retired; providing that no concession
be granted on the import of textiles from
foreign countries; granting loans to private
and public utilities so that they may place
all cables and lines underground as a pre-
cautionary measure against the eflect of
storms and hurricanes; establishing a sys-
tem of disaster Insurance to protect against
loss or damage of homes and industries
caused by flood, hurricane, or other disaster;
providing for the construction of Federal
housing projects in the west, south and
north end sections of the city of Boston;
providing for the establishment of a na-
tional health insurance plan; repealing the
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952,
commonly known as the McCarran-Walter
Act, and enacting an immigration act In
which there'shall be no quota system based
on natlonal origins; granting aid in the form
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of arms to the government of Israel; pre=
venting racial discrimination and to see
that such laws are enforced, particularly in
certain Southern States; establishing a pro-
gram of Federal grants to States or political
subdivisions thereof as an aid to education,
whereby the reimbursement or payment of a
specific sum be made to each student being
provided with formal eduecation; incorporat-
ing the Franco-American War Veterans; and
pertaining to the repeal of a treaty relative
to the prosecution of members of the Armed
Forces of the United States serving in for-
elgn countries for alleged viclations of the
law of such countries; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States take such action as may be neces-
sary to ensure that the Postmaster General
issue a postage stamp in memory of the late
Herman Melville, author of Moby Dick, the
classic American novel of the sea and the
whaling industry, and a postage stamp com-
memorating the 150th anniversary of the
founding of the American Board of Com-
missioners for Foreign Missions; and be it
further

“Resolved, That coples of these resolu-
tions be transmitted forthwith by the Secre-
tary of the Commonwealth to the President
of the United States, to the presiding officer
of each branch of the Congress and to each
Member thereof from this Commonwealth.”

LETTER AND RESOLUTION OF LIMA,
OHIO, TRAFFIC CLUB

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorb a letter from the Lima Traffic
Club, of Lima, Ohio, signed by Eugene A.
Jackson, secretary, transmitting a reso-
lution adopted by that club, relating to
amendment of the Administrative Pro-
cedures Act.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, as follows:

Liva Trarric CLUB,
Lima, Ohio, April 6, 1956.
Hon. WiLLiaM LANGER,
Judiciary Committee,
United States Senate,
; Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR LanceEr: The Lima Traffic
Club, Lima, Ohio, has adopted the enclosed
regolution which is submitted for your fav-
orable consideration.

Most respectfully,
EUGENE A, JACKSON,
Secretary.

Whereas the Lima Traffic Club, composed
of more than 195 representatives of shippers,
rallroads, motor, air, and water carriers, by
its board of governors in regular session at
Lima, Ohio, on March 21, 1956, has consid-
ered the provisions of hills H. R. 6114 and
S. 2541, covering a proposed “Administrative
Code,” now pending before the Congress and
which are designed to make drastic changes
in the laws governing administrative agency
procedures; and

Whereas there is no public demand for
changes in the present Administrative Pro-
cedures Act as concerns administrative proc-
esses under said act, as is amply supported
by the fact that such changes were not
approved by six members of the special
Hoover Committee, including the Attorney
General, who stated: “We did not vote for
these recommendations (Nos. 29 to 48) be-
cause of their possible consequences and
possible increase in expenditures of the Gov-
ernment'; and

Whereas it is the considered judgment of
the officers and members of the board of
governors of this organization that the pro-
visions of these bills would do injury to the
general public by way of increased cost in
handling and retarded disposition of mat-
ters before administrative agencles and, at
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the same time, destroy practices and pro-
cedures developed over a long period of
time; and
Whereas among the many changes pro-
posed by these bills are provisions which
would make unlawful practice by qualified
persons, other than attorneys-at-law, before
administrative agencies and also void exist-
ing authority, for instance, of the Interstate
Commerce Commission to regulate practice
before it; and
Whereas under existing authority the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, for example,
permits employees of shippers to appear for
their own concerns and has fixed standards
of education and experience for those ap-
pearing in a representative capacity, who
must offer proof by test of their qualifica-
tions; and
Whereas the traffic and transportation pro-
fession is highly specialized where legal
training, as the term is used in legal circles,
is not a requlsite to practice before certain
administrative agencies who treat, in par-
ticular, traffic and transportation matters,
but may be of assistance to sald agencies
only when combined with and used in con-
Jjunction with knowledge of traffic and trans-
portation gained by practical experience in
the field. In this connection Attorney Gen-
eral Brownell said, in effect, “It follows that
those who make a specialty of such work
are entitled to greater welght than is ac-
corded to a monspecialized person,” and to
require confinement of practice before such
administrative agencies to attorneys-at-law
would be not only unwise, but also ineflicient,
more costly, discriminatory and unreason-
able; and
Whereas the Lima Traffic Club and other
similar erganizations have sponsored educa-
tion in the field of trafiic and transportation
‘for many years and interest therein is great
with result that a number of institutions of
higher learning now offer a major in traffic
and transportation and show a growing en-
.rollment therein, all of which would be seri-
ously retarded, if not destroyed, by the enact-
ment of thece bills and thereby do injury to
both students and their employers; and
‘Whereas it is clear the provisions of these
bills would hamper administration by agen-
cles, created by the Congress to function in
its behalf, and require substitution of ju-
dicial processes for legislative functions; and
Whereas the interest of the public in mat-
ters considered by administrative agencles
far outweighs that of any speclal class and
any legislation which would require such
agencies to permit only certain persons to
practice before them, regardless of qualifica-
tions and by changing procedures developed
by experience for efficient handling, is to be
condemned as detrimental to the general
welfare: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Lima Trafic Club re-
cords its opposition to bills H. R. 6114 and
8. 2541 as being unsound and contrary to the
public interest and they should not be en=-
acted; be it further
Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to the President of the United States,
the members of the Senate and House Judi-
clary Committees, the Senators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress from the area repre-
sented by this organization and to members
of the Interstate Commerce Commission.
Adopted March 21, 1956.
Lima TrAFFIC CLUB,
Lima, OnIO,
HARRY SHRINER,
President.
J. D. STAPLETON,
Vice President.
A. W. MorTON,
Treasurer.
E. A. JacksoN,
Secretary.
D. C. O'CoNNoOR,
C. M. CREIGHTON,
3 Harorp H. BALK,
Members, Board of Governors.
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RESOLUTION OF NORTH DAKOTA
STATE WATER CONSERVATION
COMMISSION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcORD, a resolution adopted by the
North Dakota State Water Conservation
Commission, favoring the enactment of
Senate bill 863, the Water Rights Settle-
ment Act of 1956.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

Whereas it has been the settled rule of
law for nearly a century that water rights in
Midwestern and Western States are deter-
mined by State law, and not otherwise; and

Whereas it has also been the established
rule that control and jurisdiction over the
waters of streams and rivers have been vested
in the several States subject to whatever
control the Federal Government has found
necessary to exercise in the case of navigable
waters in its regulation of navigation under
the commerce clause of the United States
Constitution; and

Whereas section 210 of the constitution of
North Dakota provides that *“all flowing
streams and natural water courses shall for-
ever remain the property of the State for
mining, irrigation, and manufacturing pur-
poses,” and section 61-0101 of the North Da-
kota Revised Code, as amended, provides that
“all waters within the limits of the State
belong to the public and are subject to ap-
propriation for beneficlal use,” and

Whereas the decislon of the Supreme Court
of the United States in the recent Pelton
case, which virtually divested the State of
Oregon of complete jurisdiction over the wa-
ters of the Deschutes River, a nonnavi-
gable stream therein, threatens to jeopardize
and impair the control of States in granting
and adjudicating rights to the beneficial use
of the waters of their stréams: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the North Dakota State Water
Conservation Commission, in meeting regu-
larly assembled this 9th day of March 1956,
That Congress be, and is hereby urged, to
definitely and unambiguously recognize the
right and jurisdiction of the several States
in and to the waters of streams and natural
watercourses therein by speedily enacting
into law Senate bill 863 proposed by Senator
BarrerT, of Wyoming, and thereby settle for
all time, and beyond question, that the con-
trol, use, distribution, and appropriation of
the waters of streams and rivers is vested in
the States, and not otherwise; and be it
further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to Senator BarrerT and to our Senators
and Representatives in Congress,

PREDICAMENT OF THE INDIANS—
RESOLUTION OF CASS COUNTY
(MINN.) WELFARE BOARD

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
have frequently directed the Senate’s
attention to the serious predicament
faced by our American Indians, par-
ticularly those in my own State of Min-
nesota. In some cases the situation
during the past winter became critical.
For that reason, I have been watching
the resolutions from Minnesota county
welfare agencies with particular atten-
tion. One such resolution has just ar-
rived from the Cass County Welfare
Board of Walker, Minn., and I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution be
printed in the ReEcorp and appropriately
referred.
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There being no objection, the resolu-~

‘tion was referred to the Committee on

Interior and Insular Affairs, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

On December 9, 1955, a meeting was held
with regard to Indians. There were four
counties represented at this meeting; namely,
Beltrami, Cass, Mahnomen, and Becker.
Several areas of the Indian problem were
discussed.

1. It appeared that the most immediate
problem for the care of Indians was financial,
and in discussing this problem several areas
were discovered in variance.

(a) There appears to be a variation in the
methods of reimbursement. It was discov-
ered that Becker County had been, up until
January 1, 1955, reimbursed 100 percent for
Indian costs where the other counties had
not been.

(b) Employment opportunities in all four
counties was limited with respect to hiring
Indian labor.

(e) Very indefinite policles were discov=
ered as it pertained to the medical care for
Indians. Since July 1, Indian Service medi-
cal care is under the supervision or admin-
istered by the United States Public Health
Service and seems to be confined to medical
needs which might occur on tribal lands.
University hospital care or other related
services would not be provided by the United
States Public Health Service.

2. There were several items on which the
four counties agreed that were reprecented
at this meeting.

(a) It was mutually agreed the Indians
are yet the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment, and if they withdraw this respon=-
sibility it then becomes the responsibility
of the State of Minnesota. Not any of the
counties in which the Indlans reside could
assume the full responsibility for their sup=
port.

(b) The financlal responsibility of the
State or Federal Government to the counties
involved should be on not less than 100-
percent reimbursement basis.

(¢) This reimbursement should be for all
money expended for the care of Indians.

{(d) All Indians to be eligible for reim-
bursement when they are found to be in
need and aid is provided for them.

(e) The State of Minnesota should take
the initiative to explore all avenues for the
permanent solution to the Indian problem
with the cooperation of all counties involved.

(f) That this report be presented to Mr.
Morris Hursh, commissioner of the D:part-
ment of Public Welfare of the State of
Minnesota.

3. The recommendations made for finane=
ing are to meet the current situation. They
are not intended as a solution to the Indian
problem and for this reason some are made
toward long-term planning.

(a) The continuation and expansion of
the relocation project which is Federal and
asking that closer cooperation with the wel-
fare department be utilized.

(b) Studies made for permanent employ=
ment opportunities be made available in all
reservation countles for Indians. :

(¢) That an honest effort be made in the
settlement of Indian clalms, an honest deter-
mination if they do have a claim, and that
the Indian be informed of his status with
this regard once and for all.

4. Summary: What has been submitted by
the group is not in itself an all-inclusive
report., It merely represents the thinking of
the four counties, mainly of immediate needs,
It was recognized the Indian problem can-
not be solved by one agency alone. It will
require the leadership of the State depart-
ment of public welfare, together with the
other State agencies who are concerned
with the financlal, educational, healtn, so=-

-clal, and moral factors for the well being and

improvement of this minority group within
our State. No single agency can meet this
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problem but it is by a long-range program
with Federal and State funds and the sup-
port of all agencies involved you make great
strides in improving the Indian’s lot.

RESOLUTION OF ST. PAUL CHAPTER,
DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, re-
cently the St. Paul Chapter of the Dis-
abled American Veterans adopted a
resolution urging the Veterans’ Admin-
istration to convert the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration Annex at Fort Snelling into
a domiciling and nursing hospital. I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be printed in the REcorp, and appropri-
ately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
ActioN TAKEN BY ST. PAUL CHAPTER, DAV,
AT REGULAR MEETING ON MAaRcH 13, 1956
Whereas the Veterans' Administration is

planning to evacuate the Veterans' Adminis-

tration Annex at Fort Snelling; and
‘Whereas the Veterans' Administration now
has no domiciliary facllity in this area to
care for such terminal cases as heart, cancer,
arthritis, or other lingering diseases; and
Whereas it is believed that Fort Snelling

Annex can be converted into domiciliary and

nursing hospital at nominal cost: Now,

therefore, be it
Resolved, That 8t. Paul Chapter, Disabled

American Veterans, does earnestly endorse

and support the resolution of Minneapolis

Chapter, Disabled American Veterans, to

urge the Veterans' Administration to accom-

plish such conversion in order that the many
disabled veterans in this area, who are in
dire need of such domiciliary care, and are
now forced to rely on charity for such care
that charity provides may receive the care
and treatment that they are rightfully en-
titled to; be it further
Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to Minnesota Benators and congres-
slonal Representatives with an urgent re-
guest that they lend thelr support to the
effort to establish such domiciliary and
nursing hospital at Fort Snelling Annex.
JoaN F. EaLranp, PDC,
Chairman.
A, M, Herriges, PDC.
LawreNnce J. FoiLEy, PCC.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commitiees
were submitted:

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, with an amendment:

B.3338. A Dbill relating to rates charged to
public bodles and cooperatives for electric
power generated at Federal projects (Rept.
No. 1764).

By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

B.2822. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Interior to transfer approxi-
mately 0 acres of land in the Hualapai Indian
Reservation, Ariz., to School District Num-
bered 8, Mohave County, Ariz, (Rept. No.
1762).

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with an amend-
ment:

8.3515. A bill to amend the National Hous-
ing Act, as amended, to assist in the provi-
slon of housing for essential civiian em-
Ployees of the Armed Forces (Rept. No. 1777).
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By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, without amendment:

S.924. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon
the United States Court of Claims to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon claims
of customs officers and employees to extra
compensation for Sunday, holiday, and over-
time services performed after August 31, 1981,
and not heretofore paid in accordance with
existing law (Rept. No. 1767); and

H.R.6078. An act for the relief of Alison
MacBride (Rept. No. 1783).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Commitiee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

H. R. 2854, An act to amend title 18 of the
United States Code, so as to increase the pen-
alties applicable to seditious conspiracy, ad-
vocating overthrow of government, and con-
spiracy to advocate overthrow of govern-
ment (Rept. No. 1768).

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

5.2408. A bill to provide that the Secre-
tary of the Interior shall investigate and re-
port to the Congress as to the advisability of
establishing Fort Clatsop, Oreg., as a national
monument (Rept. No. 1776).

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affalrs, without amend-
ment:

8. 2305. A blll to exclude certaln lands
from Acadia National Park, Maine, and to
authorize their disposal as surplus Federal
property (Rept. No. 1770);

5.2512. A bill to amend the act of
August 27, 1954, s0 as to provide for the
erection of appropriate markers in national
cemeteries to honor the memory of certain
members of the Armed Forces who died or
were killed while serving in such forces
{(Rept. No. 1784);

5. 3254. A bill to authorize the county
of Custer, State of Montana, to convey cer-
tain lands to the United States (Rept. No.
1771);

H. R. 5310, An act to quiet title and
possession with respect to certain real prop-
erty in the city of Pensacola, Fla. (Rept. No.
1772);

H. R. 8728. An act to authorize the burial
in national cemeteries of the remains of cer-
tain commissioned officers of the Public
Health Service (Rept. No. 1773); and

8. J. Res. Tl. Joint resolution to com-
mend the foundation known as the Memorial
to the American Indian Foundation for its
project to establish a permanent memorial
in honor of the North American Indians
(Rept. No. 1769).

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S. 1053. A bill to amend the act author-
izing the Secretary of the Interior to lease
certain lands in the State of Montana to
the Phillips County Post of the American
Legion, in order to authorize the renewal
of such lease (Rept. No. 1773);

S. 2144. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of the Interior to convey by quitclaim deed
certain real property of the United States
to the Fairview Cemetery Association, In-
corporated (Rept. No. 1775); and

H. R. 1774. An act to abolish the Veren-
drye National Monument, and to provide
for its continued public use by the State
of North Dakota for a State historic site,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1785).

By Mr. JACESON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

5.2517. A bill to amend subsection 3 (a) of
the act approved August B, 1947, to authorize
the sale of timber within the Tongass Na-
tional Forest, Alaska (Rept. No. 1778);

H.R.6162. A bill to provide for longer
terms of office for the justices of the Supreme
Court of Hawaili and the circult courts of
Hawall (Rept. No. 1779); and

H.R.T058. A bill to amend the act of
May 29, 1028 (45 Stat. 997), in respect of the

April 18
compensation of Supreme Court Justices and
circuit court judges (Rept. No. 1780).

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

H. R.4047. A bill relating to the establish-
ment of public recreation faecilities in Alaska,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1781).

By Mr. JACESON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

H.R.4781. A bill to authorize the Terri-
tory of Alaska to Incur indebtedness, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 1782).

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
RuIe: and Administration, without amend-
ment:

5. Res. 239. Resolution to print for the use
of the Judiciary Committee additional copies
of the subcommittee report on Juvenile De=
linquency Among the Indians.

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, with amend-
ments:

S. Res. 238. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additional copies of Senate Re-
port No. 1734 on welfare and pensions funds.

By Mr. McNAMARA, from the Committee
on the District of Columbia, without amend-
ment:

H.R.8957. A bill to extend the time
within which the District of Columbia Audi-
torlum Commission may submit its report
and recommendations with respect to the
civic auditorium to be construeted in the
District of Columbia (Rept. No. 1786).

REVISION OF CIVIL SERVICE
RETIREMENT ACT

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr, President, from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, I report
favorably, with an amendment, the bill
(S. 2875) to revise the Civil Service Re-
tirement Act, and I submit a report (No.
1787) thereon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
the bill will be placed on the calendar.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
Mr. President, there have been so many
requests for copies of this report that I
ask unanimous consent that 5,000 copies
of the report on the retirement bill be
furnished the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service. Because of the un-
precedented demand for this information
the committee feels that this request is
necessary.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro ftem-
pore. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from South Carolina?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR ATOMIC ENERGY COM-
MISSION, RELATING TO ACQUISI-
TION OF PROPERTIES

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr, President, from
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy,
I report, favorably, an original bill to
authorize appropriations for the Atomic
Energy Commission for aecquisition or
condemnation of real property or any
facilities, or for plant or facility acquisi-
tion, construction, or expansion, and for
other purposes, and I submit a report
(No. 1763) thereon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received, and
the bill will be placed on the calendar.
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The bill (S. 3673) to authorize appro-
priations for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission for acquisition or condemnation
of real property or any facilities, or for
plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title, and
placed on the calendar.

CITATION OF MARY KNOWLES FOR
CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I re-
port favorably an original resolution
certifying the report of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary concerning
Mary Knowles, and I submit a report
(No. 1765) thereon. -

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received, and
the resolution will be placed on the cal-
endar.

The resolution (S. Res. 240) was
placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the President of the Sen-
ate certify, under the Seal of the United
States Senate, to the United States Attorney
for the District of Columbia, the report of
the Committee on the Judiclary of the
United States SBenate as to the refusal of
Mary Enowles, before the Subcommittee To
Investigate the Administration of the In-
ternal Security Act and Other Internal Se-
curity Laws of the Committee on the Ju-
diclary of the United Btates Senate, to
answer questions pertinent to the subject
matter under inquiry, together with all the
facts in connection therewith, to the end
that the said Mary Knowles may be pro-
ceeded against in the manner and form pro-
vided by law.

CITATION OF HERMAN LIVERIGHT
FOR CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr, President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I re-
port, favorably, an original resolution
certifying the report of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary concerning
Herman Liveright, and I submit a re-
port (No. 1766) thereon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received, and
the resolution will be placed on the
calendar.

The resolution (S. Res. 241)
placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the President of the Sen-
ate certify, under the Seal of the United
States Senate, to the United States Attorney
for the District of Columbia, the report of
the Committee on the Judiciary of the
United States Senate as to the refusal of
Herman Liveright, before the Subcommittee
To Investigate the Administration of the
Internal Security Act and Other Internal
Security Laws of the Committee on the
Judiclary of the United States Senate, to
answer questions pertinent to the subject
matter under inquiry, together with all the
facts in connection therewith, to the end
that the said Herman Liveright may be pro-
ceeded against in the manner and form
provided by law.

was

MARY MARGARET O'HARA
Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 242), which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
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from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Mary Margaret O'Hara, widow of Robert E.
O’Hara, an employee of the Senate at the
time of his death, a sum equal to 11 months’
compensation at the rate he was receiving
by law at the time of his death, said sum to
be considered inclusive of funeral expenses
and all other allowances.

RENA V. PELLEGRINI

Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 243), which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Rena V. Pellegrini, widow of Frank Pelle-
grinl, an employee of the Senate at the time
of his death, a sum equal to 1114 months'
compensation at the rate he was receiving by
law at the time of his death, sald sum to be
considered inclusive of funeral expenses and
all other allowances.

RUTH M. HAEFNER

Mr, GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 244), which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Ruth M. Haefner, daughter of Florence R.
McKeever, an employee of the Senate at the
time of her death, a sum equal to 1 year's
compensation at the rate she was recelving
by law at the time of her death, said sum
to be considered inclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances.

PRINTING OF REVISED EDITION OF
DOCUMENT ENTITLED “ELECTION
LAW GUIDEBOOK"” AS A SENATE
DOCUMENT
Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on

Rules and Administration, reported an

original resolution (S. Res. 245), which

was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the revised edition of Sen-
ate Document No. 87 of the 82d Congress,
entitled *“Election Law Guldebook” be
printed as a Senate document.

PRINTING OF ANNUAL REPORT OF
NATIONAL SOCIETY, DAUGHTERS
OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported an
original resolution (S. Res. 246), which
was placed on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the 58th annual report of
the National Soclety of the Daughters of the
American Revolution for the year ended
April 1, 1955, be printed, with an illustra-
tion, as a Senate document.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. LANGER:
5. 3646. A bill to prevent racketeering, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,
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(See the remarks of Mr. LaNgrr when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. CURTIS:

B.3647. A bill for the rellef of the village
of Wauneta, Nebr.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

B8.3648. A bill to amend title II of the
Housing Amendments of 1955 (relating to
public facility loans) to authorize additional
financial assistance in connection with public
projects made necessary by certain activities
related to the national defense; to the Com=-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. CHAVEZ (for himself, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. EBvIN, and Mr,

ScorT)

8.3649. A bill to require that hunting and
fishing on military reservations, when per=-
mitted, shall be in full compliance with the
game and fish laws of the State or Territory
wherein such military reservations are lo=-
cated; to the Committee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr. CHAvEZ wWhen he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. PAYNE:

B.3650. A bill for the relief of the town of
Freeport, Maine; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. PAYNE when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. HOLLAND (for himself, Mr.
ANDERSON, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. AIKEN,
and Mr. MARTIN of Iowa):

B8.3651. A bill to provide for the protection
and conservation of natlonal soil, water, and
forest resources, and to provide an adequate,
balanced, and orderly flow of agricultural
commodities in interstate and foreign com-
merce, and for other purposes; to the Com=-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HoLLaNp when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BENDER:

8.3652. A bill to provide for the exten=
sion of rural mail delivery service; and

S.8653. A bill to authorize and direct the
Postmaster General to conduct an investi=
gation and survey to determine the num-
ber of residences not now receiving direct-
to-home mail service and to recommend
methods and means of providing such rural
mail delivery service; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil SBervice.

By Mr. BENDER (for himself, Mr.
BARRETT, Mr., BEALL, Mr. BusH, Mr.
CAPEHART, Mr. CorToN, Mr. DIRKSEN,
Mr. EasTLAND, Mr. LANGER, Mr, LoNg,
Mr. McCarTHY, Mr. MacNUsoN, Mr.
MaNsFIELD, Mr. PorTER, Mr. Scorr,
Mr. SMaTHERS, Mr. THYE, Mr. WILEY,
and Mr. YoUNG) :

8.3654. A bill to amend the Rallroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. McCLELLAN:

B.36565. A bill to amend sectlon 172 (f)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, re-
lating to the net operating loss deduction
in the case of taxable years beginning in
1953 and ending in 1954; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. HRUSEA:

S.3656. A bill to provide for the acquisi=
tion of sites and the construction of build-
ings for a training school and for sector
headquarters for the Immigration Border
Patrol, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. CURTIS (for himself and Mr,
HRUSKA) :

S5.36567. A bill for the rellef of Nelson
Shu-Yung Chuang; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON:

5.8658. A bill to amend the act of May
11, 1938 (52 Stat. 347) so as to authorize,
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by agreement, the subsurface storage of oil
.or gas in restriected Indian lands, tribal or
allotted; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.
By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr.
THYE, Mr. Hoiranp, and Mr.
ATKEN) :

5.8659. A bill to provide for the liquida-
tion of Commodity Credit Corporation’s sur=-
plus stocks of agricultural commodities, to
amend the Agricultural Trade Develop=
ment and Assistance Act of 1954, and to au-
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to ap-
point an agricultural surplus disposal ad-
ministrator; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. ANDERsON when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. DIRESEN:

5.3660. A bill for the relief of Panagiota

Paganis; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and
Mr. DOUGLAS) :

S.8661. A bill to establish an acreage al-
lotment for 1956 for corn in the commercial
corn-producing area of 51 million acres; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. HuMPHREY When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. KEUCHEL (for himself and Mr.
KENOWLAND) :

5.8662. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Auburn unit, American River
division, Central Valley project, California,
under Federal reclamation laws; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. NEELY (by request):

5.3663. A bill to exempt from taxation
certain property of the Columbia Historical
Soclety in the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CARLSON:

S. 3664, A bill to conform the appointment
and compensation of the chief legal officer
of the Post Office Department to the method
of appointment and rate of compensation
provided for eomparable positions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LONG:

5.3665. A bill to allow a homesteader set-
tling on unsurveyed public land in Alaska
to meke single final proof prior to survey of
the lands; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BUTLER:

S.8666. A bill for the relief of Emmanuel
‘Englessos; to the Committee on the Judi-
‘clary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:
. 'B. 3667. A bill to provide medical care
for certain persons engaged on board a ves-
sel in the care, preservation, or navigation
‘of such vessel; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request) :

8.3668. A bill to provide further protec-
tion against the dissemination of diseases
of livestock or pouliry, and for other pur-
poses; and

5.3669. A bill to amend the Commodity
Credit Corporation Charter Act; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. YOUNG:

8.38670. A bill to amend the Civil Service
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, so as to
permit certain officers and employees of
State and county agricultural stabilization
‘and conservation committees to elect to
come within the purview of the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act of May 29, 1930; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. Younc when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. STENNIS (for himself, Mr.
EasTranD, Mr. Hou, Mr. GEORGE, Mr.
Joawsron of South Carolina, Mr.
BPAREMAN, and Mr. WoOFFORD) :

8.83671. A bill to prescribe minimum acre=
age allotments for cotton; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. STENNIS when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. CAFEHART (for himself and
Mr. FREAR) :

8.3672. A blll to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1854 and to encourage small
business concerns to engage in foreign trade;
to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. CAPEHART when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. ANDERSON:

5.8673. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Atomic Energy Commission for ac-
gquisition or condemnation of real property
or any facilities, or for plant or facility ac-
quisition, construction, or expansion, and
for other purposes; placed on calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. ANDERSON when
he reported the above bill, from the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request):

B.3674. A bill to amend section 1343 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to fraud
by wire, radio, or television; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. AIEEN (for himself, Mr. Ar-
LOTT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. BARRETT,
Mr. Bearn, Mr. BENDER, Mr. BENNETT,
Mr, BricKER, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. BusH,
Mr. BUTLER, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. CARL-
sow, Mr. Casg of New Jersey, Mr.
Case of South Dakota, Mr. CorTonN,
Mr. CurTis, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. Durr,
Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr,
GOLDWATER, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr.
HoLrawnDp, Mr. Hruska, Mr. Ives, Mr,
JENNER, Mr.- KENNEDY, Mr. Exnow-
LAND, Mr. KUcHEL, Mr. MarTIN of
Iowa, Mr. MarTIN of Pennsylvania,
Mr. MinugiNn, Mr. Mowpr, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. POTTER, Mr. PURTELL, Mr.
SALTONSTALL, Mr. ScHOEPPEL, Mrs.
SmTH of Malne, Mr. SMiTH of New
Jersey, Mr. TuYEe, Mr. WaTKINS, Mr,
WiLeY, and Mr. YoUng) :

5.3675. A bill to provide for the protec-
tion and conservation of mnational soil,
water, and forest resources and to provide an
adequate, balanced, and orderly flow of ag-
ricultural commodities in interstate and for-
elgn commerce, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. EaAsTLAND (for himself, Mr.
Stennis, and Mr. JoBNsTON oOf
South Carolina) :

B.3676. A bill relating to cotton acreage
allotments and limitations on imports; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr, MAGNUSON:

B5.3677. A bill to amend the Civil Aero-
nautics Act of 1938, as amended, by adding
thereto new provisions relating to civil avi-
ation medicine; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. DIRKSEN:

S.3678. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of an additional circuit judge for the
seventh circuit, and for the appointment of
additional district judges for the northern
district of Illinois; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:

5.3679. A bill to authorlze the Postmaster
General to hold and detain mail for tem-
porary periods in certain cases; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

(See the remarks of Mr. JOENSTON of South
Carolina when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. CASE of South Dakota:
5.8680. A bill to provide a minimum 53
million acreage allotment for corn; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina:
5.8681. A bill to modify certain restric-
tions with respect to holding more than one
office under the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.
(See the remarks of Mr. JorNsTON of South
Carolina when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)
By Mr. NEUBERGER:
8.J. Res. 164. Joint resolutien to provide
for the establishment of a Commission To

‘Study Election Pinances and Related Aspects

of Elections to Federal Offices; to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

(See the remarks of Mr. NEUBERGER when
he introduced the above joint resolution,
which appear under a separate heading.)

RESOLUTIONS

The following resolutions were report-
ed and placed on the Calendar:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

S. Res. 240. Citing Mary Enowles for con-
tempt of the Senate; and

S. Res. 241, Citing Herman Liveright for
contempt of the Senate.

(See the remarks of Mr. EaSTLAND when he
reported the above resolutions, which ap-
pear under the heading “Reports of Commit~
tees.”)

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

5. Res. 242, To pay a gratuity to Mary
Margaret O'Hara;

S. Res. 243. To pay a gratuity to Rena V.
Pellegrini;

S. Res. 244. To pay a gratuity to Ruth M.
Haefner;

S. Res. 245. To provide for the printing of
the revised editlon of document entitled
“Election Law Guidebook"” as a Senate doc-
ument; and

S. Res. 246. To provide for the printing of
the annual report of the National Society,
Daughters of the American Revolution.

(See resolutions printed in full under the
heading “Reports of Committees.”)

PREVENTION OF RACKETEERING

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to prevent racketeering, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent that
a statement, together with a memoran-
dum, prepared by me, may be printed
in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the statement and memorandum
will be printed in the RECORD:

The bill (S, 3646) to prevent racketeer-
ing, and for other purposes, introduced
by Mr. LANGER, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

The statement and memorandum pre-
sented by Mr. LaNGER are as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LANGER

I strongly favor and shall advocate amend-
ments to the Hobbs Act for I believe them
essential to the free economy of our people.
While I shall always champion all laws re-
stricting force, violence, robbery, and extor-
tion, I shall with equal vigor oppose any un=
usual rule, unintended and wundesirable
judicial construction of those laws in situa-
tions where they were never meant to apply.
The amendments which I favor will care-
fully preserve all of the drastic criminal pen-




1956

alties to be Invoked agalnst persons guilty of
robbery or extortion induced by force, vio-
lence, or the threats thereof, but will at the
same time eliminate the present danger of
the Hobbs Act being used as a weapon to
destroy the traditional activities or organ-
ized labor. The obvious implications of
recent judielal decisions construing and ap-
plylng the provisions of the Hobbs Act are
frightening in their possibilities. I deem it
essential to guarantee against the possibility,
nay, probability, that the economic interests
in power in our Government at any one time
may avall themselves of the court interpreta-
tions of the law as a means of resisting the
efforts of the trade labor movement to obtain
improved wages, hours, or working condi-
tions. The amendments which I advocate
are requisite to a balancing of the inequities
which exist between the right of employers
to run their businesses free from union in-
terferences and the right of unions to better
the wages, hours, and working conditions
of their members.

I have always understood that in providing
severe penalties for robbery and extortion
the Hobbs Act sought to represent those en-
gaged in blackmall and racketeering for their
own personal benefit or for the benefit of
those acting in concert with them. The
legislative history of the act certainly bears
me out in this understanding. But by the
recent judicial interpretation of the act by
the United States Supreme Court in the case
of U. 8. v. Green (No. 54 of March 26, 1956),
it now appears that a labor leader may be
successfully prosecuted under the act even
when it clearly appears that he seeks no per-
sonal benefit whatsoever. In the Green case,
it was successfully contended that the Hobbs
Act was violated when the object of the
undertaking consisted only in seeking
“money, in the form of wages to be paid for
imposed, unwanted, superfluous, and ficti-
tious services of laborers commonly known as
swampers * * *" T have always understood
that it is traditional and legitimate for labor
leaders to seek the employment of union
members and that it is not even illegal for
them to do so under the threat and com-
pulsion of a strike. If personal benefit is
not an essential element of the crime of
robbery or extortion under the Hobbs Act
then it seems to me that leaders of organized
labor will be forced to discontinue their ef-
forts to seek employment and improve wages,
hours, and working conditions for their
members for fear that if someone of the
group makes a threat of some kind during
the course of the effort or if there is any ele-
ment of violence whatsoever, those labor
leaders will be subjected to imprisonment
for 20 years for their activities on behalf of
their members., I am convineed that the ab-
sence of an amendment requiring that per-
sonal benefit or gain be sought by the under-
taking will necessarily result in a prosecu-
tion of the legltimate actlvitles of trade
lahor leaders.

Nor is the Green case the only judicial
example of the unjust and unintended appli-
cation of the Hobbs Act. In the case of U. S.
v. Kemble (198 F. 2d 889), the conviction
of a labor leader was afirmed where all he
sought was to induce the employment of a
trucking concern of & competent union
helper to do the unloading of said truck,
during the course of which he uttered a
threat to the driver of the truck and some
unknown person let air out of the tires of
the truck. During the prosecution of the
case the Government conceded that Kemble
was not interested in protection money from
the trucking concern and took the position,
which was concurred in by the majority. of
the United States Court of Appeals, that
even though the purposes of Kemble were to
secure work for the members of his union,
he would still be guilty under the Hobbs Act
if his demand was accompanied by any vio-
lence or threats.
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1 find myself in accord with the dissenting
opinions of Judges McLaughlin and Staley
in the Kemble case. Judge McLaughlin
pointed out that the prosecution arocse from
a reputable union’s genuine attempt to or-
ganize a trucking corporation, and that the
position of Kemble was to procure work for
capable union men, whereas the Hobbs Act
was directed at blackmall and racketeering.
He further observed that if violence occurs
in connection with union activities otherwise
legitimate, such violence should be left to
State supervision.

In a separate dissenting opinlion, Judge
Staley observed that if the majority opinion
were sound law, a union and its officers and
members who strike in violation of a no-
strike clause or who engage in any strike or
picketing for any unlawful purpose, criminal
or otherwise, can be indicted, prosecuted, and
convicted under the Hobbs Act simply be-
cause the strike constitutes the use of force
to obtaln the property of another.

The foregoing are but a few of the many
reasons why it is unjust to extend the scope
of the Hobbs Act to activities of union
representatives when they are not seeking
any personal advantage or gain whatsoever
but instead, are merely attempting to better
the conditions of their members. Under the
interpretation of the law by the courts, legal
and legitimate labor activities may become
violations of the Hobbs Act through the
simple threat of a strike or by the inadvert-
ent and careless threat of some union per-
son. I am convinced that the seeking of
personal benefit or gain is essential as an
amendment to the act in order to eliminate
this problem.

I can conceive of even greater injustices
to organized labor under the court interpre-
tations of the act. As written, the act refers
to robbery or extortion induced by the means
of “wrongful use of actual or threatened * * *
fear.” The courts have construed fear to
mean that it is sufficient for the purposes
of the law that an employer be in fear of
economic losses to his business resulting
from the activity of labor organizations. The
courts have even held that the fear need not
be actually done or threatened. It is suffi-
cient that an employer be aware of strikes
of other employers and even in other indus-
tries which might in turn happen in his case
should he not accede to the wishes of a union.
‘When this factor is coupled with the reason-
ing of the United States Supreme Court in
the Green case to the effect that extortion
may consist of the imposition of unwanted,
superfluous, and fictitlous services, it is easy
to see how practically every union which
bargains for a contract with every employer
is necessarily violating the provisions of the
Hobbs Act. For example, a union which is
bargaining with an employer may propose
that its individuals be employed to do a par-
ticular job whereas only one performed that
job in the past. Perhaps the union may feel
that the work is too heavy for one person or
that it 1s too dangerous for one person to
perform. But whatever the reason may be,
the fact remains that the additional em-
ployee would be unwanted by the employer
and perhaps, in the opinion of the employer,
superfluous. That being the case, and as
the employer must necessarily fear an eco-
nomic loss to his business if the union strikes
in furtherance of its demands, it also fellows
that those union officials making the de-
mands and acting on behalf of their mem-
bers may very well serve 20 years in a Federal
penitentiary for their efforts.

I do not by any means intend this state-
ment as an exhaustive analysis of my rea-
sons, for supporting amendnmients to the
Hobbs Act. There are numerous other rea-
sons and arguments supporting my position
and these are intended only to highlight
what I consider to be the two strongest
reasons in support of amendments.
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MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT oF PROPOSED
AMENDMENT TO THE ANTI-RACKETEERING
Act (Hosss Acr)

The legislative histosy of title 18, United
States Code, section 1951, properly known as
the Hobbs Act, demonstrates conclusively
that the act was intended by Congress to
curtail and render more difficult the activi-
ties of predatory criminal gangs of the Kelly
and Dillinger types. That legislative history
further shows that it was never the intent
of Congress that the act should be used
to hamper, interfere with, or restrain in any
way legitimate activities of labor unions,
and their officers and agents directed toward
lawful, legitimate union activities. Neot-
withstanding such legislative history and
congressional intent, union officers and
members have been indicted, prosecuted and
convicted under the Hobbs Act for activities
which had always been considered as lawful
and in furtherance of legitimate union aims
and objectives. An example of the misinter-
pretation of the purposes of this act is the
case of United States v. Kemble (198 F. 2d
889), in which one Aaron Kemble, a business
agent for Teamsters Local No. 676 of Camden,
N. J.,, was indicted, prosecuted and convicted
under said act, because, in the exercise of
his duties as business agent, he sought to in-
duce the employment by a trucking firm of
a union helper to do the unloading of a
truck, and in so doing uttered a threat to
the driver, and at the same time someone
let air out of his tires. In this prosecution,
the Government conceded that no inference
could be drawn that either the union or
Eemble was interested in protection money
from the trucking concern, but took the
position, which was adopted by the majority
of the court, that even though the purposes
of KEemble were to secure work for members
of his union, he would still be guilty, under
the Hobbs Act, if the demand was accom=-
panied by any violence or threats. In a dis=
senting opinion in the Kemble case, Judge
McLaughlin pointed out that the prosecu-
tion arose from a reputable union’s genuine
attempt to organize a trucking corporation,
and that the sole purpose of Eemble was to
procure work for capable union men, where-
as the Hobbs Act was directed at blackmall
and racketeering. He further held that If
violence oeccurs in connection with union
activities, such violence or other misconduct
should be left to State supervision. In a sep-
arate dissenting opinion, issued in the same
casze, Judge Staley pointed out that if the
majority opinion was sound, a union and its
officers and members, who struck in violation
of a no-strike clause or who were engaged in
a strike and picketing for any unlawful
purpose, could be indicted, prosecuted and
convicted under the Hobbs Act because any
strike constitutes the use of force to obtain
property of another.

Such a construction eof the Hobbs Act
as was made by the majority of the court
in the Kemble case encourages indictments
and prosecutions of unlon officers, engaged
in the pursult in what have long been
considered as legitimate union objectives.
If such prosecutions and indiectments are
unchecked, it could well result in officers and
members of labor unions being reluctant
to engage In any strikes or picketing where
interstate commerce 18 Involved, because of
the possibility that the purpose thereof may
be declared to be unlawful and because vio-
lence might ensue as tempers flared.

The International Brotherhood of Team-
sters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Help-
ers of America, deplores the interpretation of
the Hobbs Act which has been made by our
courts in cases such as the Kemble case and
calls upon Congress to amend the Hobbs
Act so as to remove any possibility that of=
ficers or members may be indicted, prose=-
cuted or convicted under said act for activi-
tles directed at what have traditionally been
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considered as lawful and legitimate union
objectives. To this end the proposed draft,
which is attached, is submitted.

e ———

HUNTING, FISHING, AND TRAPPING
ON MILITARY RESERVATIONS

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
govern hunting, fishing, and trapping on
areas under Federal jurisdiction. The
bill is aimed particularly at military
lands.

This bill was drafted in consultation
with the game and fish commissioners
and game and fish wardens of the States.
It is an improvement over a bill on the
same matter which I introduced pre-
‘viously.

The major difference in this bill and
the earlier one is that it provides for en-
forcement of the game, fish, and trapping
laws of the States. Specifically, the bill
will provide that on Federal lands the
fish, game, and trapping laws of the par-
ticular State shall apply.

The Senate understands that the game
and fish laws of the States are conserva-
tion measures. We will apply those reg-
ulations to all Federal land where hunt-
ing, fishing or trapping is allowed.

The first bill which I introduced on
this matter was Senate bill 2777, was re-
ferred to the Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs. I hope the
committee will take no action on Senate
bill 2777, but will consider this new bill
as a substitute and will proceed to hear-
ings promptly.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 3649) to require that hunt-
ing and fishing on military reservations,
when permitted, shall be in full com-
pliance with the game and fish laws of
the State or Territory wherein such mili-
tary reservations are located, introduced
by Mr. Cuavez (for himself and other
Senators), was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Armed Services,

TOWN OF FREEPORT, MAINE

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
authorize payment of $2,500 to the town
of Freeport, Maine, by the Federal Gov-
ernment in full satisfaction of the claims
of the town of Freeport for Federal com=-
pensation for hurricane damage.

During the hurricanes of 1954 a bridge
was washed out in the town of Freeport.
Under emergency State legislation and
Public Law 875 of the 81st Congress the
State and Federal Governments would
each have borne half of the cost of re-
placement. The cost of restoration of
the washed-out bridge was determined to
be $8,000, so the State of Maine would
have paid $4,000. However, the bridge in
question served only a single resident be-
yond the washout.

After discussion with appropriate of-
ficials, the town of Freeport decided to
attempt to reduce the sum of $8,000 by
purchasing the property served by the
washed-out bridge and then reselling it
with a stipulation that the bridge would
not be replaced. The town proceeded to
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purchase the land for $10,000 and then
sold it, under an agreement with the
buyer that he would not require recon-
struction of the bridge, for $5,000. The
net deficit then was $5,000, or $3,000 less
than the cost of replacement of the
bridge.

The State of Maine adopted a liberal
construction of its disaster-relief laws
and reimbursed the town for half the cost
of this transaction. The town then sub-
mitted an application for Federal reim-
bursement through the manager of the
Civil Defense Disaster Office. This official
felt that the claim should be paid, but
it was- disapproved by the officer in
charge of the Maine task force of the
Federal Civil Defense Administration,
and this disapproval was affirmed by Fed-
eral civil-defense headquarters. The
manager of the Civil Defense Disaster Of-
fice stated in a letter to the officer in
charge of the Maine task force as follows:

Naturally with this being a roads and
bridge project with both State and Federal
participation, it was felt that as long as it
was agreeable with the State highway com-
;ﬂéic;rn it would be acceptable with the

While the Federal Civil Defense Ad-
ministration is probably technically cor-
rect in its interpretation of the Federal
Disaster Act, it would appear that the
effect is to penalize the town of Free-
port, Maine, for making a commendable
effort to reduce disaster losses. There-
fore, it is believed that in this instance
the relief of a private bill to authorize
reimbursement of the town is clearly
warranted.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 3650) for the relief of the
town of Freeport, Maine, introduced by
Mr. PaAYNE, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION
OF NATIONAL SOIL, WATER, AND
FOREST RESOURCES

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpERsoN], and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLanD], I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
soil-bank bill in the precise form in
which that program was incorporated
in the bill recently passed by the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 3651) to provide for the
protection and conservation of national
soil, water, and forest resources and to
provide an adequate, balanced, and or-
derly flow of agricultural commodities in
interstate and foreign commerce, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Horranp (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. HOLLAND subsequently said: Mr.
President, at the conclusion of my re-
marks earlier today relative to the soil-
bank bill, which I introduced for myself,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
DERSON] and the Senator from Missis-
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sippl [Mr. EasTLAND], and later cospon-
sored, I believe, by some distinguished
Senators from the other side of the aisle,
I should like to have printed in the Rec-
ORrD an editorial bearing on the soil bank
which appeared in today’s New York
Herald Tribune. I make that unani-
mous-consent request.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SAVING THE SoIL BANK

Democratic Party leadership would be well
advised to have second thoughts before con-
cluding that they have sure-fire election am-
munition in President Eisenhower's veto of
the farm bill. The President uncompromis-
ingly rejected a hypocritical plece of legis-
lation, but he was not content to rest there.
By immediately requesting that the soil
bank, the one constructive part of the bill,
be enacted independently, the President has
returned the responsibility where it belongs.

More important, it shows that the chief
concern of the administration is the plight
of the American farmers. The soil-bank pro-
gram would add $1.2 billion to farm income
in return for withdrawing excess acreage
from cultivation for conservation purposes.
It would thus directly attack the accumu-
lation of gigantic surpluses, which are the
basic cause of the farmers’ troubles. By a
special provision, farmers could benefit sub-
stantially from the soil bank this year, even
though spring planting has already started
in many parts of the country.

The farm bill is effectively dead. What are
the chances of congressional approval of the
soil bank alone? There had been definite
warnings that if Mr. Elsenhower exercised
his veto, he would get no farm legislation
whatsoever, soil bank or anything else. The
influential Democratic Senator Arreny J.
ErrLenDER, of Louisiana, put. it bluntly 10
days ago: “I don't believe there will be any
farm bill this year if this one is vetoed.”
The idea apparently will be to denounce the
President as the farmers' enemy because he
refused to approve a bill which even its sup-
porters would hardly maintain was worthy
of either the farmers or the country. Such
ideas often boomerang. So far the farm re-
action to the President's courageous act has
been a good deal less negative than his op=-
ponents hoped.

Questions of political advantage aside, the
problems of American agriculture are still
no nearer a national solution. The soll bank,
the most positive approach, is once again
before Congress. Senators and Representa-
tives have made their political hay; they
have gone on record as they saw fit; they
have the campaign issues they think they
need, There is still time for them to make
a genuine contribution toward remedying the
Natlon’s No. 1 economic malady.

LIQUIDATION OF COMMODITY
CREDIT CORPORATION'S SUR-
PLUS STOCK OF AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES, ETC.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in
behalf of myself, the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. Tuyel, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. HoLranpl, and the Senator
from Vermont [Mr, Aiken], I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to pro-
vide for the liguidation of Commodity
Credit Corporation surplus stocks of
agricultural commodities, to amend the
Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954, and to authorize
the Secretary of Agriculture to appoint
an agricultural surplus administrator.
I desire to point out that provision for
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these three items was contained in the
farm bill as it passed the Senate, and in
the bill I am now introducing the lan-
guage which was adopted by the Senate
is not changed.

1 believe the bill strikes at the problem
of the disposal of surpluses, and I hope
it will be considered by the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 3659) to provide for the
liguidation of Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration’s surplus stock of agricultural
commodities, to amend the Agricultural
Trade and Development and Assistance
Act of 1954, and to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to appoint an agri-
cultural surplus disposal administrator,
introduced by Mr. AnpERsoN (for him-
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

CORN ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], I introduce, for
appropriate reference, a bill to establish
the 1956 corn-acreage allotment at not
less than 51 million acres—the amount
approved by the Congress in the farm
bill vetoed by the President.

Without this legislation, apparently,
corn growers will be faced with a 43-
million-acre allotment originally ordered
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

The Secretary knows as well as any-
one else that the 43-million-acre allot-
ment will not be complied with. This
extreme cutback was ordered, in my
opinion, as a deliberate part of efforts
to wreck the corn program and create a
protest from farmers to take off allot-
ments entirely.

The Secretary and other officials of
the Department have already indicated
by their testimony before our commit-
tees, their willingness to accept a higher
level, and have expressed a willingness
to accept up to 56 million acres on the
basis of originally announced support
levels.

Actually, there is no reason why the
Secretary cannot himself change this
allotment to the 51 million acres, which
would permit almost exactly the same
individual farm allotments in the com-
mercial corn area as provided last year,
Of course, the only reason why he will
not change the allotment is that he will
not change it; he is just stubborn about
it. If he can arbitrarily change support
levels after once announcing them, as
the President has asked him to do, the
Secretary can change the allotment un-
der his discretionary authority to reach
a realistic total offering greater chance
of compliance.

Fifty-one million acres will not pro-
duce as much corn as unlimited produc-
tion which the Secretary was willing to
accept.

The Department appears determined
to break down this program instead of
make it work.

The $1.50 support level announced by
the President is meaningless if it is based
upon such a small allotment no corn-
grower will comply with it.
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In fact, the administration now indi-
cates it may support all corn at from
$1.21 to $1.28 regardless of compliance
with any allotments, showing they do
not expect the 43 million allotment to
mean anything.

Such a move rewards farmers who have
failed to comply instead of those who
have cooperated in keeping production
down. 1

Instead of opening the floodgates to
all the corn that can be produced at
lower prices, I ask adoption of a 51-mil-
lion-acre allotment upon which farmers
could at least be assured the meager $1.50
support level this administration is will-
ing to grudgingly give.

Any other course is directly incon-
sistent and unprincipled. The admin-
istration cannot ery about surpluses out
of one side of its mouth, then out of the
other side of its mouth say that corn shall
be completely uncontrolled. The 51-mil-
lion-acre allotment I have proposed will
bring greater compliance, and mean less
corn produced that the unrealistic 43-
million-acre allotment which nobody will
observe.

While I intend to comment at greater
length today on the farm-bill veto, I
wanted first to move at once to correct
this gross inequity and injustice brought
about by that veto, on an inconsistent
and unprincipled basis.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill ¢S. 3661) to establish an acre-
age allotment for 1956 for corn in the
commercial corn-producing area of 51
million acres, introduced by Mr. Hom-
PHREY (for himself and Mr. DoucLas),
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

CONSTRUCTION OF AUBURN UNIT,
AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION, CEN-
TRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFOR~
NIA

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on he-
half of myself and my colleague the
senior Senator from California [Mr.
Knowranpl, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to construct, operate,
and maintain the Auburn unit, American
River Division, Central Valley project,
California, under Federal reclamation

WS,

The bill, if enacted would authorize a
multiple-purpose dam on the American
River near Auburn, Calif., as a unit of
the Central Valley project.

It would also provide 900,000 acre-feet
of storage, making available a new sup-
ply of irrigation and domestic water for
a rapidly growing section of California.
This area includes Sacramento, Placer,
El Dorado and part of Sutter Counties.

Moreover, the dam will be situated at
a point on the American River which
will not interfere with the preservation
of the site of the discovery of gold. This
site is near Coloma, in El Dorado County,
and is a shrine for the loyal sons and
daughters of California.

The proposed project is based on a
study by the Water Resources Board of
the State of California. If will be in-
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cluded in the California State water
plan, which is now under preparation.
Introduction of its bill will permit the
Bureau of Reclamation to proceed with
making a report on the project, which is
much desired by the State of California.

In addition to water storage, the
project will include a 180,000-kilowatt
powerplant. I have been advised that
the total cost of the project will be be-
tween seventy and one hundred million
dollars.

The area to be served is both agricul-
tural and industrial. A large part of
the pear crop of California is grown
there.

The project would be operated in con-
junction with the Folsom Dam unit of
the Central Valley project as one of the
means by which the capital city of my
State, Sacramento, and other commu-
nities may have adequate protection
from the hazard of floods such as those
which recently visited California with
grievous results.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3662) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to construct,
operate, and maintain the Auburn unit,
American River Division, Central Valley
project, California, under Federal recla-
mation laws, introduced by Mr. KEUucHEL
(for himself and Mr. ENOWLAND), Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

EXTENSION OF CIVIL SERVICE RE-
TIREMENT ACT TO CERTAIN OFFI-
CERS AND EMPLOYEES OF STATE
AND COUNTY COMMITTEES

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I intro=-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Civil Service Retirement
Act of May 29, 1930, so as to permit cer-
tain officers and employees of State and
county agricultural stabilization and
conservation committees to elect to come
within the purview of the Civil Service
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930.

Mr, President, the purpose of this bill
is to extend some of the benefits of civil
service to employees of State and county
agricultural stabilization committees. It
would permit these employees to partici-
pate on a voluntary basis in the retire-
ment benefits of the Civil Service Retire-
ment Act of 1930,

This bill also provides that any person
who has served for at least 2 years as an
employee of a State or county ASC com=-
mittee and who is separated from such
service shall acquire, upon passing a non-
competitive examination, a classified
civil-service status. This would permit
such an employee to transfer to a posi-
tion in classified civil service within 1
year following the date of his separa-
tion from service with the ASC commit=
tee. This provision, Mr. President, is
substantially the same as that relating
to legislative employees of the United
States Senate.

Mr, President, I have long felt that
these Government employees are entitled
to at least a portion of the benefits other
Government employees enjoy under civil
service, 'This bill would in no way affect
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the hiring of people to fill the positions
with these committees. It would merely
give them retirement benefits plus the
right to civil-service status upon leaving
the employ of these committees.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the Recorp at this
point, as a part of my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3670) to amend the Civil
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930,
80 as to permit certain officers and em-
ployees of State and county agricul-
tural stabilization and conservation com-
mittees to elect to come within the pur-
view of the Civil Service Retirement Act
of May 29, 1930, introduced by Mr. YounG,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 3 (a) of
such act, as amended, Is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-

aph:

“This act shall also apply to all regular
employees of State and county committees
established pursuant to section 8 (b) of the
Boil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended: Provided, That this act
shall not apply to any such employee until
he gives notice in writing to the officer by
whom his salary is paid of his desire to come
within the purview of this act. In the case
of an employee in the service of such a com-
mittee on the date of enactment of this
paragraph, such notice of desire must be
given within the calendar year 1956. In
the case of an employee of such a commit-
tee who enters the service after the date of
enactment of this paragraph, such notice
of desire to come within the purview of this
act must be given within 6 months after
the date of entrance in the service.”

Bec. 2. The first paragraph of section b6
of such act, as amended, is amended by in-
serting, after the words “Pan American San-
itary Bureau,” the following: “or as an
employee of a State or county committee es-
tablished under section 8 (b) of the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act.”

Sec. 3. Any person who shall have served
for at least 2 years as an employee of a State
or county committee established under sec-
tion 8 (b) of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, and who is separated
from such service, shall acquire upon pass=-
ing such suitable noncompetitive exam-
ination as the Civil Service Commission may
prescribe, a classified civil service status for
transfer, within 1 year following the date of
guch separation, to a position in the classi-
fied clvil service.

MINIMUM ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS
FOR COTTON

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
veto of the farm bill by the President
leaves us without new legislation so badly
needed to assist our farm people. Our
farmers are still faced with the most
serious problem of our times. They are
faced with competition and declining
markets, depressed prices, and increased
cost of production. The fact that the
President has vetoed the farm bill does
not eliminate or solve our farm problem.

In the case of cotton, we are now faced
with a reduction in price and a reduction
in acreage. Our farmers cannot possibly
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make ends meet under a program which
reduces both volume and price. I be-
lieve that we should take a constructive
approach to this situation and put to-
gether a new bill. From the standpoint
of the welfare of our farmers, it is ex-
tremely important that legislation be en-
actt:id to give some relief to their pressing
need.

It is already too Jate to get the soil
bank enacted in time to give any relief
to the spring planted crops. The plant-
ing of cotton and other crops is already
well under way and our farmers cannot
be expected to take the risk of losing an
entire crop based solely on the hope that
the soil bank will be forthcoming and
provisions included which would give re-
lief for the 1956 crop. I think that this
measure should be given further consid-
eration looking to the fall planted crops
and crops for 1957.

Among the many needs for farm legis-
lation at this session is the need for pre-
venting further acreage reductions.

Cotton farmers have been forced to re-
duce their cotton acreage from 27 million
acres in 1953 to an allotment of 21,379,358
acres in 1954, to 18,113,208 acres in 1955,
to 17,391,304 in 1956. This represents a
total reduction of 37 percent since 1953.
Because of unusual weather conditions
and other favorable factors our cotton
farmers in 1955 made a bumper crop and
did not feel the full impact of the almost
3.3 million acres reduction in 1955. This
reduction, combined with the 700,000 re-
duction in 1956, will come with crushing
effect upon our local economy. Even
more serious is the scheduled reduction
in acres for 1857, amounting to over
1,500,0C0 acres with possibly even greater
reduction in 1958. Since 1953, our cot-
ton acreage has been reduced by 10.5 mil-
lion acres and brings us to a point where
neither the farmer nor the cotton indus-
try can absorb further reduction in
acreage.

Cotton acreage in Mississippi has been
reduced over 40 percent in the last 3
years and faces an additional reduction
of 11.4 percent in 1957. Reductions in
many of our counties and on individual
farms have been even greater.

Reduction in acreage in Mississippi

Planted acrenge

Percentage

Acreage reduction

1 Estimated, based on 2-year average underplanting,

If this situation is not corrected by
the amendment to hold cotton acreage
at the 1956 level, the farm program origi-
nally designed to assist the small- and
medium-size farm will work to the dis-
advantage of the very people the pro-
gram was originally designed to help.

I am also particularly interested in
the small-farm provison which provides
for 100,000 acres for 1957 and 100,000
acres for 1958 for assistance to the small
farm of 4 cotton acres or less. I con-
tinue to receive reports that thousands
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of our small farmers are being forced to
abandon their farms and seek employ-
ment elsewhere. Of course, we recog-
nize some shifts in farm population are
desirable, but there is a question in my
mind how fast we can make these shifts
and maintain a proper balance. The re-
duced acreage allotment has seriously re-
duced the income of all farmers, but has
inflicted a greater toll on the small farm-
er. The large farmers have been suc-
cessful in making tremendous strides to
increase efficiency, reduce costs, and in-
crease yields which have enabled them
to absorb some of the loss of acreage.
However, the small farm units, because
of inadequate credit and other limita-
tions, have not made this rapid progress
and are again placed in a most unfav-
orable situation.

The amendment designed to hold the
cotton acreage allotment at the 1956
level for 1957 and 1958, and the amend-
ment providing 100,000 additional acres
over and above the national allotment
for the farmer who has 4 cotton acres
or less have been thoroughly justified
and approved by the Senate. They were
accepted by the conference committee
and were a part of the farm bill vetoed
by the President. These provisions are
sound and desirable.

On behalf of myself, my colleague, the
senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EaAsTLAND], the senior Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hiinl, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr, GEorGe]l, the Senators from
South Carolina [Mr. JounsToN and Mr,
WorrForp], the junior Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN], and the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLeriGHT], I re-
introduce, for appropriate reference, the
acreage bill today, and I urge the Senate
Agriculture Committee to include these
measures in an overall farm bill or act
on them as a separate measure at the
earliest possible date.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (8. 3671) to prescribe mini-
mum acreage allotments for cotton, in-
troduced by Mr. STENN1s (for himself and
other Senators) , was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
NUE CODE OF 1954, TO ENCOURAGE
SMALL-BUSINESS CONCERNS TO
ENGAGE IN FOREIGN TRADE

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Delaware [Mr, Frear], I introduce, for
appropriate reference, a bill to amend
what is known as the Western Hemi-
sphere Trade Corporation Act, or section
921 of the 1942 General Revenue Act.

Mr. President, I will have much more
to say about this bill when the Senate
Finance Committee considers the bill,
and I hope that such action by the com-
mittee can be scheduled in the near
future.

Af this time, T merely want to explain
that all this bill will do is give the
smaller manufacturers in the United
States the same opportunities on the
export markets of the Western Hemi-
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sphere which have been enjoyed only by
the largest of our manufacturing con-
cerns.

This bill will put in legislative words
the intent which was obvious in the Sen-
ate Finance Committee’s report on the
original amendment to the General
Revenue Act.

That report said, in part, and I quote:

American companies trading in foreign
countries within the Western Hemisphere are
placed at a considerable competitive disad-
vantage with foreign corporations under the
tax rates provided by the bill. To alleviate
this competitive inequality, the committee
bill relieves such corporations from surtax
lability.

As I said previously, Mr. President,
there is much more to be detailed about
this bill in committee, and I am pre-
pared, along with my cosponsor, to pre-
sent sufficient material to the committee
to convince the Members of this Senate
that administration of this act in the
past several years, due to the loose con-
struction of the act, has denied the
smaller manufacturer that equality of
competition on the export market which
the committee intended, while the larg-
est manufacturers had that equality of
competition.

There is admitted diserepancy of privi-
lege and benefit as a result of administra-
tive interpretations on this act, and I am
certain in that the Senate never intended
that the smaller manufacturer be bur-
dened and the largest manufacturer be
relieved in its effort to give United States
businessmen equal opportunity with For-
eign manufacturers on Western Hemi-
sphere markets.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the REcorp as a part of
my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3672) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 and to encour-
age small business concerns to engage in
foreign trade, introduced by Mr., CapE-
HART (for himself and Mr. FREAR), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Finance, and or-
dered to be printed in.the REcorp as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 921 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (P. L. 591,
83d Cong.), is amended to read as follows:

“§ 921, Definition of Western Hemisphere
trade corporations.

“For purposes of this subtitle, the term
‘Western Hemisphere trade corporation’
means & domestic corporation all of whose
business (other than incidental purchases)
is done in any country or countries in North,
Central, or South Ameriea, or in the West In-
dies, and which satisfied the following con-
ditions:

“{1) if 95 percent or more of the gross in-
come of such domestic corporation for the
1-year perlod immediately preceding the close
of the taxable year (or for such part of such
period during which the corporation was in
existence) was derived from sources without
the United States; the sources of gross in-
come shall in general be determined in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Section 862,
provided, however, that for the purposes of
this eection, where personal property is man-
ufactured within the United States and sold,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

either by the manufacturer or by a wholly
owned subsidiary of the manufacturer, for
use or consumption in and actually shipped
in due course to a Western Hemisphere coun=
try, the seller’s income from such transac-
tions shall be treated as derived entirely from
sources other than sources within the United
States; and v

*“(2) if 90 percent or more of its gross in=
come for such period or such part thereof was
derived from the active conduct of a trade or
business,

For any taxable year beginning prior to Jan-
uary 1, 1954, the determination as to whether
any corporation meets the requirements of
section 109 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1939 shall be made as if this section had
not been enacted and without inferences
drawn from the fact that this section is not
expressly made applicable with respect to
taxable years beginning prior to January 1,
1954.”

HOLDING OF MAIL FOR TEMPORARY
PERIODS IN CERTAIN CASES

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
Mr. President, I introduce for appropri-
ate reference, a bill to authorize the
Postmaster General to hold and detain
mail for temporary periods in certain
cases. The Postmaster General has re-
quested that this bill be introduced.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3679) to authorize the
Postmaster General to hold and detain
mail for temporary periods in eertain
cases, introduced by Mr. JouHnsTON of
South Carolina, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN RE-
STRICTIONS WITH RESPECT TO
HOLDING MORE THAN ONE OFFICE
UNDER THE UNITED STATES
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.

Mr. President, I introduce a bill to modi-

fy certain restrictions with respeet to

holding more than one office under the

United States, and ask that it be re-

ferred to the appropriate committee.

The bill does nothing but give to enlisted

men what we gave last year to officers.

Through oversight the enlisted men were

left out.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3681) to modify certain
restrictions with respect to holding more
than one office under the United States,
introduced by Mr. Jounston of South
Carolina, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

COMMISSION TO STUDY ELECTIONS
FINANCES AND RELATED ASPECTS
OF ELECTIONS TO FEDERAL OF-
FICES
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I

am about to introduce a joint resolution

and I ask unanimous consent that I

may speak on it, in excess of the 2 min-

utes allowed under the order which has
been entered.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore, Is there objection to the request
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of the Senator from Oregon? The
Chair hears none, and the Senator may
proceed.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
when the Select Committee for Contribu-
tion Investigation filed its report on
April 7 on the famous episode of the at-
tempted $2,500 natural gas bill contri-
bution to the junior Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel, it marked comple-
tion of the first stage of the Senate's
program for action on the issue of money
in politics, which that episode brought
to the forefront of public attention. An-
other commitiee investigation and a

modernized elections bill are two steps

of that program now before the Senate.
I wish to discuss today another proposal
which I believe is urgently needed in
order to assure really effective progress
in this field—namely the creation of an
independent citizens’ commission on
election finances, completely divorced
from Government and politics.

I first made this suggestion in the Sen-
ate on March 9, about 6 weeks ago. To-
day, Mr. President, I submit it in the
form of a joint resolution, which I now
send to the desk, with the request that
it may be printed at this point in the
Recorp as a part of my remarks, and
appropriately referred.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the joint resolution
will be printed in the REcorbp,

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 164) to
provide for the establishment of a Com-
mission To Study Election Finances and
Related Aspects of Elections to Federal
Offices, introduced by Mr. NEUBERGER,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, and ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorp as follows:

Resolved, ete.—
DECLARATION OF POLICY

Section 1. Congress finds that the manner
in which the costs of electlon campaigns and
other political processes are financed has im-
portant significance for democratic govern=
ment.

In order for the Federal Government to
function, under the Constitution, in re-
sponse to the interests of the majority of the
electorate, the choice among candidates for
Federal elective office should not be obscured
by the effects of disproportionate eampaign
expenditures. The rising cost of access to
the most compelling media of public infor-
mation increases this threat to an informed
and considered choice by the electorate
among such candidates.

Popular confidence in democratic govern-
ment requires the assurance that the public
actions of holders of or candidates for Fed-
eral elective office reflect only their own free
Jjudgment of the public interest, wholly un-
affected by any need for concern about the
financing of election campaigns.

ESTABLISHMENT AND FUNCTIONS OF THE
COMMISSION

8ec. 2. (a) There is hereby authorized to
be established a Commission on Election
Finances and Related Matters (hereinafter
referred to as “the Commission”).

(b) The Commission shall conduct a thor-
ough, impartial, and continuing study and
investigation of the following:

(1) The actual costs of modern campalgns
for nomination and election to Federal elec=
tive offices (including any such campaigns
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which may occur during the period of opera-
tions of the Commission);

(2) Current practices with respect to the
financing of such campaign costs, of lobby-
ing costs, and of other political activities;

(3) The relationship, if any, between the
amount of campalgn expenditures made in
behalf of different candidates and their suc-
cess at the polls;

{(4) The relationship, if any, between
gources of political financing, lobbying activi-
ties, and the public policies espoused and
supported by holders of and candidates for
Federal elective offices;

(5) Reforms which have been or may be
proposed for the purpose of assuring the fi-
nancing of the Nation's political processes by
means consistent with the objectives of sec-
tion 1 hereof.

ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 3. (a) The Commission shall be com-
posed of a Chairman and 14 members, to be
appointed by the Chief Justice of the United
States.

(b) The Chairman and members of the
Commission shall be citizens of the United
States (1) who, by reason of demonstrated
interest in good government, or training, or
experience, are well qualified to carry out in
an impartial manner the duties of the Com-
mission, and (2) who neither actively occupy
nor are candidates for a public office or posi-
tion and who are not actively engaged in
partisan polities.

(e) The Commission shall establish rules
for its procedure.

(d) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers, and shall be filled by the
Commission pursuant to rules adopted by the
Commission for such purpose.

(e) The Chairman and members of the
Commission shall each receive $50 per diem
when engaged in the actual performance
of duties vested in the Commission, plus
reimbursement for travel subsistence and
other necessary expenses incurred by them
in the performance of such dutles.

STAFF OF COMMISSION

Sec. 4. (1) The Commission shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation
of the personnel it deems necessary for a
thorough and comprehensive study, without
regard to the provisions of the civil-service
laws and the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended. !

(2) The Commission may procure, without
regard to the civil-service laws and the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, tem-
porary and intermittent services to the same
extent as is authorized for the departments
by section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 (60
Stat. 810), but at rates not to exceed 850
per diem for individuals.

{3) The Commission is authorized without
regard to any other provision of law to re-
imburse employees, experts, and consultants
for travel, subslstence, and other necessary
expenses incurred by them in the perform-
ance of their official duties and to make rea-
sonable advances to such persons for such
purposes.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

SeEc. 6. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this joint reso-
lution.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 6. (a) The Commission or, on the
authorization of the Commission, any sub-
committee including not less than three
members thereof, may, for the purpose of
carrying out the provisions of this joint reso-
lution, hold such hearings and sit and act
at such times and places, administer such
oaths, and require, by subpena or otherwise,
the attendance and testimony of such wit-
nesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memorands, papers,
and documents as the Commisslon ot such
subcommittee may :deem  advisable. 'Sub-
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Ject to rules of the Commission adopted un-
der section 8 hereof, subpenas may be issued
under the signature of the Chairman of the
Commission, or the chairman of any subcom-
mittee with the approval of a majority of
the members of such subcommittee and may
be served by any person designated by such
chairman. The provisions of sections 102
to 104, inclusive, of the Revised Statutes
(U. 8, C,, title 2, secs, 162-194), shall apply
in the case of any failure of any witness to
comply with any subpena or to testify when
summoned under authority of this section.

(b) The Commission may authorize the
Chairman to make the expenditures herein
authorized and such other expenditures as
the Commission may deem advisable, When
the Commission ceases its activities it shall
submit to the Appropriations Committee of
the Senate and the House of Representatives
a statement of its fiscal transactions prop-
erly audited by the Comptroller General of
the United States.

(c) The Commission is authorized to se-
cure from any department, agency, or inde-
pendent instrumentality of the Government
any information it deems necessary to carry
out its functions under this joint resolution;
and each such department, agency, and in-
strumentality is authorized and directed to
furnish such information to the Commis-
sion, upon request made by the Chairman of
the Commission.

REPORTS

Sec. 8. The Commission may submit inter-
im reports to the Congress at such time or
times as it deems advisable, and shall sub-
mit its final report to the Congress not later
than December 31, 1957, at which time the
Commission shall cease to exist. The final
report of the Commission may propose such
legislative enactments as in its judgment are
necessary to carry out its recommendations.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
shall explain why I believe the establish-
ment of such an independent commission
is needed if we are to get to the bottom of
the real problems of election financing.

So far as information available to the
public is concerned, the financing of our
expensive biennial election campaigns
may well be called the dark continent of
American politics. The crude antics of
Mr. Patman and Mr, Neff in connection
with the natural gas bill on behalf of Mr.
Keck, of the Superior Oil Co., have given
the public a glimpse into one particular
jungle; and now the public demands the
kind of thorough exploration which is
long overdue.

In this speech I have no intention of
reciting the history of the $2,500 episode:
But the Senate and the country are in-
debted to the distinguished chairman
[Mr. GEorGE] and the other members of
the select committee for their investiga-
tion of that episode; and I want to cite
some of the findings in their report
which startlingly illustrate the kind of
operations which so thoroughly obscure
the true picture of political finance in
our country.

TWO THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED DOLLAR. CASE
SHOWS NEED FOR ANSWERS ABOUT CAMPAIGN
FUNDS
First, the average citizen, who has

made a personal sacrifice in the cause of

democratic self-government when he
gives $5, or $10, or even $1, to the cam-
paign of a candidate of his choice, is
probably startled and, no doubt, discour-
aged at the sums involved. The select
eommittee finds that Mr. Keck; the pres-
ident-of - Superior Oil Co. of California,
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turned over to one of the company’s em=-
ployees, Mr. Patman, for political pur-
poses an average of $5,000 to $6,000 a
year: The committee finds that “a sum
approaching $50,000 has been distributed
in political contributions by Elmer Pat-
man"; and that in 1955 he received either
$8,500 or $9,500 from Mr. Keck. If is sig-
nificant for those who have confidence in
our reporting laws in this respect that,
according to the committee report—
Eeck was unable to establish the exact
amount. It was testified that this discrep-
ancy was caused by the fact that neither Pat-
man nor Keck maintained any records, and
Patman, under the arrangement, accounted
to Keck orally when he happened to see him.

Who today can tell the public whether
this is an isolated instance or whether it
is typical of the manner in which money
gets into politics? The channeling of
sums of the magnitude of this oilman’s
$50,000 into election campaign funds is
of central significance for our political
system. Yet, except for what the oil
companies must regard as a deplorable
;cggent, it would never have come to

Second, the committee’s finding in this
instance illustrate graphically the diffi-
culty of knowing the source of funds
such as those offered by Mr. Neff all over
the West Central States. True, people
might learn that Mr. Neff was interested
in the natural gas bill. According to the
committee—

Mr. Neff, in a space of 4 months, covered
5 States and sought out the attitude of 10
United States Senators concerning a single
piece of legislation. A sum totaling $10,000
was at least considered and spoken of by Mr.
Neff as contributions, and $5,000 of this was
actually contributed.

But who, today, can tell the public
with assurance on whose behalf men
such as Mr. Neff offer their contribu-
tions? Where does the money for such
large contributions really come from?
The committee asks in its report:

Was the $2,500 contribution to Senator
Case’s campaign fund made by the Superior
Oil Company of California?

And in reply, it can only report:

The testimony is that this money and in
fact all of the 87,500 which Mr. Patman
gave to Mr. Neff. in this situation was the
personal money of Mr. Keck and was not that
of Superior Oil, The committee, however,
had no opportunity to audit the record of
Superior Oll and is entirely dependent upon
the statements made in the record concern-
ing this point.

Third, perhaps it is relatively easy for
Mr. Keck to obtain adequate compensa-
tion from the Superior Oil Co., so as to
permit $5,000 campaign contributions to
be made, legally, by him, rather than
illegally by the company. Equally sig-
nificant, hewever, is the glimpse which
this case study affords the public of the
use of company personnel, on company
time, for political purposes. The select
committee reports:

The circumstances here have raised the
question of whether there was a political
contribution by a corporation, in a sense
different from that discussed above. The
select committee has considered this. The
Bupertor Oil Company of California paid all
of the salary and expenses of Mr. Patmar
and-bargeined for-all of his time. " This same:
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corporation pald Mr. Neff’'s fees and ex-
penses. To the extent that Mr. Patman and
Mr. Neff devoted their time to the dispensing
of Mr. Eeck's funds for political campaigns,
was the Superior Oil Company of California
making a political contribution? The select
committee does not believe that this con-
stituted a political conftribution and was
not proscribed by the law governing elections
and political activities nor was in any other
sense illegal,

The Superior Oil Company of Califor-
nia paid two employees to spend their
time traveling around and dispensing
the political largess of the president of
the company. This may not be illegal.
But, Mr. President, of more immediate
importance is this question: Who would
even know about it, under our present
system, if it had not been for the deplor-
able accident of disclosure in this par=-
ticular instance?

WHAT IS ROLE OF MONEY IN THE POLITICAL
ENVIRONMENT TODAY?

In its summation, the select committee
properly characterizes the methods
which Mr. Keck chose to exercise his
legal privilege of making political con-
tributions as “a case of irresponsibility
run riot.” In the course of this riot of
irresponsibility, Mr. Neff had tried to
make to the children of the United States
attorney for Nebraska money gifts,
which that gentlemen returned. The
committee reported that the United
States attorney’s conduct “is not re-
proachable and that he was merely a
victim of an environment created by
Mr. Neff.”

Mr. President, this is a telling phrase.
Beyond the guestion of lobbying, beyond
any isolated instance of attempted cor-
rupt influence on legislation, there is the
pervasive question of the environment in
which our political processes must oper-
ate. What does the increasing expense
of every election, which must be financed
from eampaign contributions, do to that
environment? How do the sky-rocket=
ing election costs give money a role in
the political environment which makes
operations such as Mr. Nefl's possible?
These are the fundamental facts which
the public is entitled to know, and which
it demands to know. Who, today, can
give the public these facts?

Mr. President, the truth is that, to-
day, nobody knows how much money it
costs to carry out one of our biennial na-
tional elections. These elections are the
decisive events of our democratic system
of self-government—the many local de-
cisions, all over the country, by which we
review and determine the direction of
our national affairs and policies. Infor-
mation and public debate of opposing
points of view are the essence of such a
system. But the expense of bringing
this information and debate to the pub-
lic is multiplying year by year. Today,
there is a premium on access to the
most expensive medium of them all—
television. And no one today knows the
facts about the effects of these unprec-
edented election costs, the need for
raising campaign funds to meet them,
and the accompanying inequalities be-
tween parties and candidates.
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FACTS ABOUT ELECTION COSTS ARE NOWHERE
AVAILABLE

Mr, President, I have tried nard to find
some reliable data on campaign spend-
ing, and in my search I have found that
other efforts have been made to collect
such data. For example, on December
1, 1952, the New York Times published
a State-by-State survey of expenditures
in the 1952 election campaigns, so far as
they could be determined from the rec-
ords available to the Times' correspond-
ents., The Times came up with the re-
port that “at least $32,155,251 had been
spent by political organizations, inde-
pendent groups and candidates,” and
that in at least a dozen States, cam-
paign spending exceeded $1 million. But
the Times added:

This was a rock-bottom figure. * * * The
figure the survey shows is by no means the
total that was spent. That total probably
never will be ascertained.

Another example has been the efforts
of the impartial Congressional Quarterly
to report campaign expenditures after
each national election. In its issue of
April 15, 1955, the Congressional Quar-
terly stated $13,700,000 as the ascertain-
able cost of electing the 84th Congress;
but, like the New York Times, the Con-
gressional Quarterly pointed out that
this sum bore little relation to reality,
and stated:

This, at least, Is the sum of spending re-
ported to Congress. * * * As much or more
spending, most observers agree, was not re-
ported or reported only to State authorities.

Similarly, widely recognized political
scientists, such as Prof. Louise Overack=
er, of Wellesley College and Prof. Hugh
A. Bone, of the University of Washing=-
ton—who served on the staff of the Sen=
ate committee investigating expenditures
in the 1940 election—have for years
studied campaign spending. Yet their
findings, based on publicly available data,
have necessarily been fragmentary; and
reference to their reports does not give
us any clearer picture of the actual totals
of campaign spending than the one we
obtain from the newspapers.

This universal lack of information on
election finances is inevitable under our
present system, and it reduces us to
guesses which may be more or less in-
formed. Thus, recent estimates I have
seen that the 1956 elections will cost
over $100 million, cannot be described as
extravagant. But when it takes sums
of that magnitude every 2 or 4 years
to conduet our democratic system, it is
time to take a good look at what modern
election costs are doing to our ideas of
popular self-government, based on the
principle of 1 person, 1 vote.

THOROUGH INVESTIGATION OF FACTS ESSENTIAL
FIRST STEP TOWARD REFORM

Mr. President, I submit that the first
step toward eflective action to modern-
ize our system of election financing must
be a thorough exploration. of the pres-
ent system. Many valuable improve-
ments in the corrupt practices laws are
proposed in bills now before the Senate.
I have introduced some additional pro=
posals myself. But we cannot legislate
intelligently in ignorance of the facts,
and at the present time the facts about
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election financing are no more available
to Congress than they are to the public.
That is why I make my proposal for an
independent citizens’ study commission,
empowered to get the facts, as an essen-
tial first step toward reform.

. A look at the joint resolution I have
introduced will show that it makes a
very simple proposal. The proposed
Commission on Election Finances and
Related Matters would be composed of
15 private citizens of demonstrated
qualifications for the task. My joint res-
olution specifies that they shall be per-
sons who “neither actively occupy nor
are candidates for a public office or po-
sition and who are not actively engaged
in partisan polities.”

The Commission would be instructed
to investigate the following:

First. The actual costs of modern cam-
paigns for nomination and election to
Federal elective offices, including any
such campaigns which may occur dur-
ing the period of operations of the Com-
mission.

Second. Current practices with respect
to the financing of such campaign costs,
of lobbying costs, and of other political
activities.

Third. The relationship, if any, be-
tween the amount of campaign expendi-
tures made in behalf of different candi-
dates and their success at the polls,

Fourth. The relationship, if any, be-
tween sources of political financing, lob~
bying activities, and the public policies
espoused and supported by holders of
and candidates for Federal elective office.

Fifth. Reforms which have been or
may be proposed for the purpose of as=
suring the financing of the Nation’s po-
litical processes.

The Commission would have author-
ity and staff adequate to carry out such
an investigation.

The only aspect of my proposal which
may require a brief explanation is the
method of selection of the members of
the Commission. Under my resolution,
the chairman and the initial membership
of the Commission would be chosen by
the Chief Justice of the United States.
BELECTION BY CHIEF JUSTICE WOULD ASSURE

INSULATION FROM POLITICS

Mr. President, I am as concerned as
anyone—perhaps more than some per-
sons—to maintain the separation of our
highest judicial tribunal from the ordi-
nary processes of Government and poli-
ties. Accordingly, I hesitated for some
time before proposing this method of se-
lecting the Commission. But I consider
it imperative that a commission to study
the financing of our elections and related
political processes be itself as far re-
moved as possible from elections and pol-
itics. Not only must it not include per-
sons who are present or prospective bene-
ficiaries of campaign contributions, its
members should not be the appointees
of men in politics, who have such a
personal stake in the matter of campaign
contributions—from President Eisen-
hower on down. I sought in vain for
some alternative method of selection;
but, finally, I concluded that precisely
because the Commission would be so re-
moved from politics, it would not be in-
appropriate, in this exceptional case, to
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have the appointments made by the Chief
Justice.

The Chief Justice would act only once.
He would select only the initial members
and the chairman, who, I think, might
be a distinguished retired jurist or a per-
son of similarly self-evident impartial-
ity and competence. After these initial
selections, the Commission would itself
have the power to fill any subsequent va-
cancies which might occur; it would
adopt its own rules of procedure and, of
course, select its own staff. Thus, I be-
lieve that my proposal would not be an
undue imposition on the Chief Justice,
while it would go further than any other
method I can imagine toward assuring
the publie of the complete political inde-
pendence of the Commission and its
work.

I repeat, Mr. President, as I stated in
the Senate on March 9, that insulation
from the elective process is the sine qua
non of an effective investigation of elec-
tion spending, in which the public will
have real confidence. The establish-
ment of a citizens’ commission was ap-
proved in an editorial in the New York
Times of March 10, 1956; and on March
13, the Winston-Salem Journal editori-
ally endorsed my recommendation. I
ask unanimous consent to have my state-
ment of March 9 and these editorials
printed in the ConGrESsIONAL RECORD at
the end of my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the statement
and editorials may be printed in the
REcorp, as requested.

(See exhibit 1.)

NO CONFLICT WITH SPECIAL SENATE COMMITTEE

Mr. NEUBERGER. In conclusion, Mr.
President, I want to point out that the
establishment of a Special Commission
on Election Finances would in no way
be inconsistent with the work of the Spe-
cial Committee To Investigate Political
Activities, Lobbying, and Campaign Con-
tributions, under the chairmanship of
the distinguished senior Senator from
Arkansas. This is a committee of eight
outstanding Members of the Senate, and
I was particularly impressed with the
statement of its distinguished chairman
in undertaking the assignment. How=-
ever, having been set up in direct re-
sponse to the “$2,500 episode” and other
events surrounding the passage of the
natural-gas bill, and to the President’s
allusions in vetoing that bill, this special
committee of the Senate will of necessity
be particularly concerned with lobbying
and with the relationship of campaign
confributions to legislation. In other
words, it may be expected that the spe-
cial committee will have a major task
in studying, on the general plane, the
same issues as were raised by the spe-
cific investigation and report of the
$2,500 incident by the select committee.
The chairman of the special committee
has already called for any evidence of
wrongdoing. Butlobbying and instances
of wrongdoing and of possible corrupt
practices as such would not necessarily
be an important target of the independ-
ent citizens’ commission. On the other
hand, the Commission could undertake
the essential task of making a detailed
and continuing factual survey, State by
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State, of the costs of election campaigns
and the manner in which they are actu-
ally financed—a procedure which can-
not be expected of a Senate committee.
Thus, Mr. President, if there is any over-
lapping of functions, it would be slight.

Let me summarize the reasons why an
independent Commission on Election
Finances is necessary:

First. Increasing costs have made the
role of money in elections a serious
threat to our democratic processes.

Second. Nobody today knows or can
find out how much is spent in election
campaigns, how it is spent, where the
money really comes from, and why it is
contributed. The public is entitled to
these facts.

Third. The Congress also needs to
have these facts. We cannot know
whether or not we are legislating intelli-
gently in this field until this “dark con-
tinent” of American politics is explored
and mapped.

Fourth. An independent commission
could devote its full time and attention
to this single, important problem until
the job is done.

Fifth. A commission with this single
assignment, if established now, could
operate through the entire 1956 cam-
paign and make a thorough, factual case
study of this year's elections throughout
the country, which are certain to be the
most expensive in the history of our
Nation.

Sixth. For obvious reasons, a really
penetrating study of our present system
of election spending and campaign con-
tributions should be undertaken by per-
sons whose selection and whose own per-
sonal interests are as thoroughly insu-
lated from this system as possible. A
commission composed and selected in
the manner I propose would clearly have
this study as its single, undivided objec-
tive. Its work would be assured of the
public support and confidence which is
essential to success in this vital under-
taking.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I in-
troduce my joint resolution and hope
that it may win an early hearing in the
Rules Committee and in the Senate.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 9,
1956
SPECIAL COMMITTEE To INVESTIGATE CAMPAIGHN
EXPENDITURES, ETC.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, ever since
the Senate decided to set up a special 8-man
committee to inquire into the broad prob-
lems of lobbying, of campaign expenditures,
and their relationship, I have had serious
misgivings about my vote in favor of the
resolution creating the committee. I say
this without any reflection on any of the
Members who were appointed to the special
committee, because they are outstanding
Senators. I would have had the same mis-
glvings no matter which Senators might
serve on such a committee.

Now, after Iistening to the thoughtful and
even-tempered explanation by the junior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORe] of devel-
opments which have occurred since the ap-
pointment of the special committee, and the
cogent remarks of the junior Benator from
Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS], I have concluded
that I made a mistake when I voted for the
resolution to turn over these crucial issues
to a special committee of the Senate. A new

April 18

Member must learn by experience, and there
was not much time for thorough reflection
before the vote. I believe now that the Sen-
ate should not have bypassed its regular
standing committees in dealing with the
aspects of these problems which fall within
their normal legislative functions and re-
sponsibilities.

Furthermore, Mr. President, it s my firm
conviction that the people of this country
demand a thorough and impartial study of
the whole matter of our methods of financ-
ing political campaigns and their relation-
ship to lobbying—a matter which, because
of recent events, is now getting the public
attention it has long deserved. Already
there have been heard suggestions that the
Senate cannot investigate itself, any more
than any other agency of government can
investigate itself. In all candor, people won=-
der how Senators who were elected with sub=-
stantial campaign funds raised by large, pri-
vate contributions can inquire into other
Senators’ campalgn exchequers. That gues-
tion applies to all here, the junior Senator
from Oregon included.

Speaking only for myself, Mr. President,
I personally am ready to turn over to an out-
side commission, nonpartisan and broadly
representative in character this entire prob-
lem for a thorough airing and for a study of
constructive alternatives to our present ap-
proach to political finances. As I have had
occasion to say before, in the Senate and
elsewhere, this question of political campaign
financing is rapldly becoming the central
problem of our democratic processes, increas-
ingly so every year as the cost of modern
methods of campaigning skyrocket.

Such a commission, Mr, President, should
include members from many walks of life—
after all, every American is intimately af-
fected by the actions and decisions of his
representatives in Congress, whether he be &
businessman or a workingman, a teacher, a
farmer, a writer, or a scientist. It might
include some eminent political sclentists;
and I suggest that it be headed by a retired
jurist whose ability and nonpartisanship
were beyond question.

I would turn over to such a commission,
Mr. President, the function of finding out the
facts about our present methods of political
financing, and about the related aspects of
lobbying. I would give such a commission
the authority, the personnel, and the money
to enable it to make the proper inquiry, and
to stay with it during the present election
year so as to accumulate a meaningful body
of information about the problem. There are
many precedents for the use of special com=
missions to make thorough studies of specific
areas of public concern, and I believe a spe-
cial commission, removed from the political
arena, is needed to restore the confidence of
the American people that they are, in fact,
being told the full truth about their processes
of government and politics.

At the same time, Mr. President, I would
leave to the regular, standing committees of
Congress the responsibility for acting now
on pending legislative proposals for construc-
tive and long-overdue steps to improve the
situation with respect to campaign financ-
ing—steps which can and should be taken
before the political campalgns of this presi-
dential election year. These standing com-
mittees and the Congress can act construc-
fively on legislative reforms without getting
bogged down in controversy which will inev-
itably accompany efforts at senatorial in-
vestigation of this problem.

[From the New York Times of March 10, 1956]
GET o WITH THE INQUIRY

‘When the special bipartisan Senate Com-

mittee To Investigate Campaign Expenditures

and Lobbying Activities was set up 2 weeks

ago, Majority Leader Lywoon B. JoHnsow

observed that it “would go to the hard core
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of our form of constitutional government—
the confidence of the people in our institu-
tions.” !

Although Senator JouNsoN, as well as the
Republicans, had, in our opinion, been far
too slow in seeing the need for a full-scale
inquiry, he did hit the nail on the head with
this comment. The proposed investigation
is necessary and important, particularly for
the reason he gave, particularly because this
is an election year.

What happened? An 8-man committee
was appointed, consisting of 4 Democrats
and 4 Republicans, and from that day to this
they haven't been able to organize because
neither side is willing to allow the other to be
put in a position of control. The logical
choice for chairman of the committee was
Senator Gore, who had earlier pressed for a
full-scale investigation. However, he would
have become a chairman without a chair
if the ranking Republican Senator BRIDGES,
could have had his way. Apparently Mr.
"BRIDGES, & politician’s politician if there ever
was one, doesn't want to give the Democrats
free rein in an election year to poke around
in the dynamite-laden field of lobbies and
campaign contributions. We wonder why
the GOP is now reportedly willing to ac-
cept Senator McCLELLAN as chalrman but not
Benator GORE.

The idea of a bipartisan committee is
theoretically sound for the task at hand,
allowing neither party to gain undue advan-
tage over the other in what eould be a sensa-
tional investigation. But if bipartisanship
in this area should prove beyond the capac-
ity of human nature, there would be other
ways in which the same end eould be accom~
plished. Senator Gore (and others) orig-
inally proposed an inquiry by one of the
standing subcommittees of the Senate. That
would necessarily invelve party control, but
it would also involve party responsibility;
and if the inquiry took an unfairly partisan
direction it could lose its effectiveness and in
fact would probably backfire on the majority.

Another and better method came yester-
day from Senator NEUBERGER, who suggested
establishment of a citizens' commission to
look into the whole matter, headed perhaps
by "a retired jurist of unquestioned non-
partisanship and ability.” We think thatisa
good solution, certainly preferable to con-
tinuance of the present impasse or to agree-
ment on a bipartisan inquiry so hamstrung
as to be ineffective.

[From the Winston-Salem Journal of March
13, 1956]

ANOTHER SUPERFICIAL INQUIRY?

At long last the Senate’s special committee
to investigate lobbying and campalgn con-
tributions has picked a chairman and adoped
rules. It is now quite apparent that the
lawmakers who do not want a truly search-
ing inquiry have won out.

The choice for chairman, Senator McCLEL~-
LAY, was reluctant to take on what he called
g “most disagreeable and difficult task.”
He made it plain that he is a compromise
selection. The four Republican members of
the committee simply would not acecept
Senator Gore without tying his hands with
lmpossible restrictions.

The Senate did not want this investigation
in the first place. It hoped to confine its job
to looking into pressures surrounding the
natural gas bill. But the special, four-man
committee which undertook that limited in-
vestigation guickly found that the field was
vast in scope: that it was very difficult to
stick to its limited agenda.

To Senator BrInGes and his three Republi-
can colleagues, Senator GoreE was a possibly
dangerous man. They openly warned
against “a runaway” committee. No such
problem is posed by Benator McCLELLAN, the
Arkansas Democrat who made a name for

himself in the McCarthy-Army hearings.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

He is a strong party man, a conservative
fairly close to the GOP position.

As historians have noted, Congress has in-
vestigated lobbying. seven times since 1854—
and produced one law, in 1946. And the
weaknesses of that law have produced the

reasons for the current investigation.

Can we expect any real results this time
around? It would take a real optimist to
think so. First, it’s election year. Secondly,
the investigation will touch on sore spots
perilously close to every Congressman—sore
spots that could be exploited even though
the lawmakers try to bend over backwards
to resist monied influences. And finally,
the fact that it took three weeks for the
committee even to organize itself, after bit-
ter backstage feuding between supposedly
“bipartisan” members, is a sad augury of
things to come.

Next time around we might give serious
thought to Senator NEUBERGER'S suggestion
for a way out of the impasse. He has pro-
posed creation of a special nonpartisan, citi-
Zens' commission to do the job—in view of
“suggestions that the Senate cannot investi-
gate itself” with complete candor,

Such a commission, he suggests, 1s needed
to restore public confidence—to assure the
people they are “being told the full truth
about their process of government and poli-
tics.”

This idea has merit. It does not remove
the desirability for the present committee
to conduct a full investigation and propose
sweeping changes In existing laws. But no
one should be greatly surprised if the Mc-
Clellan committee follows the path of its in-
effectual predecessors.

CONTINUATION OF AUTHORITY FOR
REGULATION OF EXPORTS—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 3238) to provide for con-
tinuation of authority for regulation of
exports, and for other purposes, which
were referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, and ordered to
be printed.

EXEMPTION FROM TAX IMPOSED

FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PER-
SONS OF AMOUNTS NOT EXCEED-
ING 60 CENTS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. MAGNUSON submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H. R. 7634) to provide that
amounts which do not exceed 60 cenis
shall be exempt from the tax imposed
upon amounts paid for the transporta-
tion of persons, which were referred to
the Committee on Finance and ordered
to be printed.

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENTS TO IN-
TERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROFPRI-
ATION BILL
Mr. HAYDEN submitted the following

notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand- -

ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 9390)
making appropriations for the Department
of the Interior and Related Agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the follow-
ing amendments, namely:
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Page 11 in Nnes 1 through 4 strike out
the following: “and the preparation of plans
and specifications for a building or build-
ings to meet the special needs of the Geo=-
logical Survey in the metropolitan area of
‘Washington, D. C.,” and insert “and for the
Geological Survey or the General Services
Administration to acquire a site and to pre-
pare plans and specifications for a bullding
or buildings to meet the special needs of
the Geological Survey in the metropolitan
area of Washington, District of Columbia,
without regard to Revised Statutes, page
3709, as amended (41 U. 8. C. 5), and sectlon
302 (c) of the act of June 30, 1940, as
amended (41 U. 8. C. 252 (c)).”

Page 15, line 16, after "“$15,250,000", insert
*, of which not to exceed $250,000 shall be
available for the construction of additional
school facilitles at Grand Canyon National
Park, Ariz."”

Page 16, line 15, after "(69 Stat. 242)", in-
sert “: Provided, That all receipts from the
operation of the MeKinley Park Hotel in
Mount McKinley National Park, Alaska, may
be applied to, or offset against, costs of man-
aging, operating, and maintaining the hotel
and related facllities, and any receipts or
other revenues in excess of such costs shall
be deposited at least annually into the
Treasury of the United States as miscellan-
eous receipts.”

Page 39, line 25, after “(66 Stat. 781) ", in-
sert *: Provided further, That the employ-
ment of not more than one person by con-
tract or otherwise, pursuant to the third
sentence of section 2 (¢) of the act of June
6, 1924, as amended by the act of July 19,
1952 (66 Stat. T83), may be extended for an
additional year.”

Mr. HAYDEN also submitted amend=
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 9390, making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior
and related agencies for the year ending
June 30, 1957, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

(For text of amendments referred to,
see the foregoing mnotice.)

AMENDMENT OF SERVICEMEN'’S
READJUSTMENT ACT OF 1944, AS
AMENDED—CHANGE OF REFER-
ENCE

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Chairman of the Commit-
tee on Finance, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp], I ask unanimous con=
sent that the Committee on Finance be
discharged from further consideration of
the bill (S. 3602) amending section 500
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of
1944, as amended, and that the bill be
referred to the appropriate committee,
which I understand from the Parliamen-
tarian, to be the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

INVESTIGATION OF EFFECT OF
IMPORTATION OF TEXTILES ON
DOMESTIC INDUSTRY — ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF RESO-
LUTION
Under authority of the order of the

Senate of April 11, 1956,
The names of the Senator from Ver-

mont [Mr. Amken], the Senaftor from
Wyoming (Mr. Barrerr], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Bearrl, the Senator

from Ohio [Mr, BrickEr], the Senator -
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from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durr], the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. ErvinN],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLL]l,
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ivesl,
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancger], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
MurrayY], the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NeeLy], and the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. SmiTH] were added as
additional cosponsors of the resolution
(S. Res. 236) directing the Tariff Com-
mission to investigate whether imports of
textiles or textile products are affecting
injuriously the domestic industry, sub-
mitted by Mr. Payne (for himself and
other Senators) on April 11, 1956.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON:

Address entitled “Can We Halt the Race
for Atomic Arms?” delivered by him at the
sixth annual conference on high energy nu-
clear physics, at Rochester, N. Y., on April 6,
1956.

Address entitled “Some Aspects of Law in
the Atomic Age,” delivered by him at the
northeastern regional meeting of the Ameri-
can Bar Association, at Hartford, Conn., on
April 18, 1956.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

Address delivered by him bhefore Confer-
ence of Organizations on the United Nations,
at Washington, D. C., on February 27, 1956.

By Mr. EASTLAND:

Address delivered by Senator ANDERSON
at the annual meeting of the Western Cot-
ton Shippers Assoclation, in El Paso, Tex.,
on April 12, 1956.

———

NOTICE OF HEARING ON SENATE
JOINT RESOLUTION 23, PROPOS-
ING AN AMENDMENT TO THE
CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED

* STATES RELATIVE TO TAXES ON
INCOMES, INHERITANCES, AND
GIFTS

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Amendments of the Committee
on the Judiciary, I desire to give notice
that a public hearing has been sched-
uled for Tuesday, April 24, 1956, at 10
a. m., in room 424, Senate Office Build-
ing, on Senate Joint Resolution 23, pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States relative to taxes
on incomes, inheritances, and gifts. At
the indicated time and place all persons
interested in the proposed legislation
may make such representations as may
be pertinent. Such persons should con-
tact the subcommittee counsel at the
earliest possible date in order to arrange
an appearance. The subcommittee con-
sists of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerAUvER], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HEnNINGs], the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr, DIRKSEN], and myself. The
chairman of the subcommittee has des-
mated me to preside over these hear-

S.

CONFISCATION OF GERMAN
PROPERTY
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on Feb-
Tuary 1, in a speech on the Senate floor
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dealing with confiscation of German
property, I said I had written a letter to

Mr. John J. McCloy, and that as soon .

as I received his reply I would put it in
the REcorp. I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the body of the Rec-
orD the letter I received from Mr. Mec-
Cloy, the letter written to Mr. Finucane
by Mr. McCloy, and an article which
appeared in the Chicago Tribune, deal-
ing with the same subject.

There being no objection, the letters
and article were ordered to be printed in
the REcorDp, as follows:

New Yorx, N. Y., March 27, 1956.
Hon. WinLiaMm LANGER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR LANGER: I have just had
an opportunity to read your letter to me
dated February 13. The letter came after
I had left for a somewhat extended tour
of the Middle East, from which I have very
recently returned. I have also read with
interest your references to me contained in
the speech that you made to the SBenate on
February 1, which references are contained
on page 1795 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
which you were good enough to send to me.

Unfortunately, I do not have ready access
to many of the records which were made at
the time of the meeting to which you refer.
My personal records are scattered about and
s0 I would have to reply to you at the pres-
ent time purely from memory. My recollec«
tlon of the meeting in Mr. Hull's office to
which you refer is, however, very vivid. I
also recall very well the paper which was
initialed by Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill
and the manner in which it was presented to
the group by Mr. Morgenthau.

This paper set out the general principles
under which Germany was to be adminis-
tered after the expected victory was accom-
plished. There had been considerable
discussion regarding the principles of our
policy respecting defeated Germany. The
discussions took place in the War Depart-
ment, the State Department and, to some
extent, in the Treasury Department. If my
recollection serves me right, the War De-
partment was the first one to initiate any
draft directives on this subject as it was
presumably their responsibility to administer
defeated Germany. However, the State De-
partment proceeded to draw up some prin-
ciples under which Germany was to be
governed and the Treasury Department did
likewise. Both of these proposals shocked
Mr. Stimson, the proposal of Mr. Hull only
a little less than that of Mr. Morgenthau.
For Mr. Stimson's reaction to the Hull and
the Morgenthau proposals and my part in
it all I would refer you to Mr. Stimson's book
entitled “On Active Service in Peace and
War.” If you will refer to page 568 of this
book you will there find a discussion of the
so-called Morgenthau plan. It is an entirely
accurate account so far as I can now recall.

Mr. Morgenthau had apparently pressed
upon Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill at
Quebec an endorsement of his views as to
how conquered Germany should be admin-
istered. On his return to Washington he
brought with him the initialed memoran-
dum which you referred to in your speech.
He laid it before Mr. Hull and Mr. Stimson
in the former's office in the State Depart-
ment. I was present in Mr. Hull's office
when the document was presented. I have
no record to confirm it but I believe I recall
that Mr. White was also present at this
meeting. I say this because Mr. White
was usually present at meetings which Mr.
Morgenthau attended dealing with the ad-
ministration of Germany. The initialled
agreement between Mr. Roosevelt and Mr.
Churchill is set forth in full at the bottom
of page 576 and the top of page 577 of Mr.
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Stimson’s book. I saw the original and
E;o:on.(ormed. to the copy in the Stimson

K.

I took part in the drafting of all the mem-
orandums which Mr. Stimson submitted to
his colleagues in protest to the so-called
Morgenthau plan, as well as to the original
Hull plan. .

As you will see from the initialed agree-
ment as it is set forth on pages 576-7 of
Mr. Stimson’s book. there is no reference
made to the confiscation of German assets
throughout the world. Though I think the
original initialed memorandum has disap-
peared, there is no doubt that the repro-
duction of it in Mr. Stimson’s book is
complete and accurate. I believe that a
numper of photostatic coples still remain
in existence.

I believe the foregoing gives you the es-
sentlal data that you are seeking in regard
to the initialed agreement and to Mr.
Stimson's and my connection with it. The
record, I think, is quite clear that Mr. Stim-
son and I, from the beginning, were in
strong disagreement with the so-called
Morgenthau plan, particularly as it was re-
flected in the agreement between Mr. Roose-
velt and Mr, Churchill which was initialed
in Quebec; but it contained no reference to
German assets throughout the world, If
there is any further information that you
seek and I am in a position to supply it,
I shall be glad to do so.

Sincerely,
JorN J. McCLoY.
New York, N. Y., March 27, 1956.
Mr. JAMES FINUCANE,

Ezecutive Secretary, Committee for the
Return of Confiscated German and
Japanese Property, Washington, D. C.

Dear M. FINUcANE: I have your letters of
February 6 and 24 in regard to the statements
made by Senator LANGER on the floor of the
Senate In regard to the initialed agreement
of Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill respecting
the policies to be applied to Germany in the
postwar period. I received a letter from
Senator LANGER asking me to state what I
know of this memorandum and I have re-
plied in the form attached.

As you will see from my reply to Senator
Lancer, the initialed document which was
presented to the meeting in Mr. Hull's office
was as set out in Mr. Stimson's book. I
think Mr. Morgenthau had the original copy
with him and displayed it to us. He also had
some photostatic coples. The agreement, as
he presented it to us, had nothing to say
about the confiscation of German assets
throughout the world, nor did I ever hear
it suggested that Mr. Roosevelt or Mr.
Churchill advocated such a policy. Subse-
quently, I heard that some attempt was
made to find the original initialed copy but
it could not be located. I always had a feel-
ing that someone in the White House—not
Mr. Roosevelt—had destroyed it after all the
criticism of the policy had appeared in the
newspapers. I am certain the original was
initialed in the handwriting of Mr. Roosevelt
and Mr. Churchill, both of whose handwrit-
ing I was familiar with. There were also
several photostatic copies about. The text
of the initialed statement was just as it ap-
}Jearad in Mr. Stimson’s book—no more, no
ess.

Sincerely,
Jorn J. McCLoY,

———

[From the Chicago Tribune]
LANGER SEEKS FacTs BEHIND HarsH PoLlcy—

AGREEMENT DRAWN AT QUEBEC

(By Walter Trohan)

WasmINGTON, March 80—The original
Quebec memorandum, imitialed by Presi-
dent Roosevelt and Prime Minister Church-
i11, of Britain, which defined postwar policy
toward Germany, has disappeared. \
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The disappearance of the document was
reported today in letters to Senator LANGER,
Republican, of North Dakota, and James
Finucane, executive secretary of the Com-
mittee for Return of Confiscated German and
Japanese Property, from John J. McCloy,
former assistant war Secretary and former
High Commissioner to Germany. The Que-
bec Conference was held in September 1944,

LanGer had demanded the original ini-
tialed document to determine whether the
harsh peace policy against Germany had orig-
inated at the Churchill-Roosevelt level. The
strong peace policy against postwar Germany
has been attributed in large measure to the
late Harry Dexter White, Treasury aid, who
died mysteriously while his Communist asso-
ciations were under investigation.

FBI WARNINGS IGNORED

The Federal Bureau of Investigation had
warned the White House on White's Com-
munist associations. Former President Tru-
man ignored the warnings and named him
United States executive director of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. White is credited
with having given American occupation
money printing plates to Russia. Use of the
plates by the Russians to turn out money
in occupied Germany cost American tax-
payers an estimated $250 million.

McCloy denied that the original docu_-‘

ment contained any reference to confisca-
tion of German property throughout the
world. He intimated that the document was
destroyed in the White House by persons
apparently anxious to hide the fact that
Roosevelt had not called for confiscation
and other harsh measures imposed on Ger-
many.

Lancer Interpreted McCloy’s letter as fix-
ing responsibility for confiscation of German
property at Federal echelons lower than
Roosevelt or his successor, Harry 8. Truman.
McCloy said he was certain that White was
aware of the exact language of the Quebec
memorandum, which embraced only part of
the Morgenthau harsh peace plan.

SUSPECTED DESTRUCTION

*I heard that some attempt was made to
find the original initialed copy, but it could
not be located,” McCloy wrote the commit-
tee on return of confiscated property. “I
always had a feeling that someone in the
White House, not Mr. Roosevelt, had de-
stroyed it after all the criticlsms of the
policy [the Morgenthau plan] had appeared
in the newspapers.”

Proponents and defenders of the confisca-
tion policy insisted that it originated with
Roosevelt and Churchill. Critics of the pol-
icy insisted that the policy originated at
middle- or upper-level bureaucracy without
Presidential knowledge or approval. In a
speech read to the Senate last February 1,
Langer demanded that the original docu-
ment be produced to settle the clouded ques-
tlon.

“The [Quebec] agreement as he [Treasury
Becretary Morgenthau] presented it to us
had nothing to say about the confiscation
of German assets throughout the world, nor
did I ever hear it suggested that Mr. Roose-
velt or Mr. Churchill advocated such a pol-
icy,” McCloy wrote the committee,

SAYS HE RECALLS MEMO

In his letter to Laneer, McCloy reiterated
his insistence the original document, which
he said he recalled very well, included the
initials of Roosevelt and Churchill.

“The paper set out the general principles
under which Germany was to be adminis-
tered after the expected victory was accom-
plished, There had been considerable dis-
cussion regarding the principles of our policy
respecting defeated Germany.

“The discussions took place in the War
Department, the State Department and, to
some extent, in the Treasury Department.
If my recollection serves me right, the War
Department was the first one to initiate any
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draft directlves on the subject as it was
presumably their responsibility to adminis~
ter defeated Germany.

“WHITE USUALLY PRESENT

*“However, the State Departmrent proceeded
to draw up some principles under which
Germany was to be governed and the Treas-
ury Department did likewise. Both of these
principles shocked Mr. Stimson (War Secre-
tary Henry Stimson), the proposal of Mr.
Hull (State Secretary Cordell Hull) only a
little less than that of Mr. Morgenthau.”

McCloy recalled that Roosevelt brought
the original Quebec document to Washing-
ton and laid it before Hull and Stimson.
McCloy said:

“I have no record to confirm it, but I be-
leve I recall Mr. White was also present at
this meeting. I say this because Mr. White
was usually present at meetings which Mr,
Morgenthau attended dealing with the ad-
ministration in Germany.”

McCloy said he and Stimson were in strong
disagreement with the Morgenthau plan
particularly as it was reflected in the Que-
bec agreement. But he insisted the agree-
ment did not authorize confiscation of Ger=
man property.

COLLECTIVE POLITICAL ACTION—
ADDRESS BY W. P. KENNEDY

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, a few
days ago, on March 28, at Bismarek,
N. Dak., a very interesting address deal-
ing with the subject of collective politi-
cal action, was delivered by W. P. Ken-
nedy, president of the Brotherhood of
Ralilroad Trainmen. I ask unanimous
consent that the address be printed in
the REcorp as & part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

COLLECTIVE POLITICAL ACTION

Mr. Chairman and friends, North Dakota
holds & warm and enchanted place in my
heart. It was on the Dakota division of
the Great Northern Railroad where I ob-
tained my first job as a railroad brakeman
in 1909. I worked in and out of Grand Forks
to Fargo, Devil's Lake, and Neche.

It was in North Dakota where I joined
the Brotherhood of Rallroad Tralnmen and
began the career in the collective efforts with
my fellow trainmen. I shall always remem-
ber that beginning which started me in
brotherhood activities more than 46 years
ago.

I served as a brakeman on the Oriental
Limited, that famous passenger train, the
first trip the locomotive was equipped with
an electric headlight.

That brilliant, shining electric beam
seemed to have lighted a new pathway across
the State, for it was not long after its first
rays plerced the darkness of the Dakota
nights until farmers began thelir first suc-
cessful venture into the political limelight
of the Nation and of the world.

You may be sure that it was a pleasure
for me to accept the invitation to be with
you on this momentous occasion. Happy as
I am to be here today there Is the full real-
ization of the grave importance of your con-
vention—especially the convention of this
year, a most important political year—for
the people of North Dakota and for the
Nation, and it could also be very important
for the people of the world.

FARMERS DISCONTENT

While this is my first visit to a convention
of the league, it is not my first knowledge
of the great good you have accomplished
throughout the years in keeping the co-
operative endeavors alive and active for the
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advancement of the people economically,
socially, and politically.

As a brakeman years ago switching grain
cars to and from the elevators along the
Great Northern tracks, I often heard the
grumbling discontent of the farmers, as they
vainly tried to get justice in the grading
and docking of the wheat, barley, flax, and
oats they were selling to the big grain com-
panies of that day. ‘There never seemed to
be any first grade grain grown in North Da-
kota—the high grades of the graln did not
seem to develop until they reached the mar-
:;ta of the Twin Cities, Chicago, and the

st.

I also learned of the excessive gouging of
the big insurance companies on the rates
and settlements on hail and crop insur-
ances. Then, too, there were the banks with
the high interest rate, often coupled with
added premiums to make borrowing of money
all the more difficult for the struggling farm-
ers,

COLLECTIVE POLITICAL ACTION

It was most encouraging to note that the
aroused and embittered farmers met the
challenges of unfair grading and docking of
grain with the resultant low prices, the un-
reasonable insurance charges and the ex-
cessive interest rates, by organizing, building,
and fighting for the Non-Partisan League.

In the League those fighting stalwart pio=-
neers develop facility for independent politi=
cal action. It was a bitter struggle in the
slow and difficult climb to the success of ob-
taining a majority in the legislature and
placing friends in other public offices.

Those early organizers In the League vir=-
tually faced the furies of hell in their ef-
forts to reach the farmers out on the prai=
ries. The leaders of the political party in
control at the time fought like demons
against any encroachment on their politi-
cal domain—the newspapers, the banks, the
insurance companies, the railroads, and the
grain brokers were all aligned together as a
solid phalanx against those determined
farmers. ]

Although activity in the Brotherhood work
took me away from my original employment
on the railroad in North Dakota, I have al-
ways kept in close contact with the work
here. With great interest I have watched
the League grow in importance and infilu-
ence. Some of my close contacts have been
Elric and Agnes Geelan, of Enderlin, along
with Arthur Ford and Bill Dolan, of Bis-
marck, our vice president. These fine people
have been helpful in keeping me supplied
with detalls of your good work throughout
the years.

LABOR SUPPORTS THE LEAGUE

The league officers and members have al-
ways had the support of the workers in labor
unions in the cities and on the railroads of
North Dakota. For the first time in the
State it was clearly demonstrated that the
industrial and political enemies of the farm-
ers were also the enemies of the union work-
ers. Strange as it may seem to be, that
situation has not changed materially during
the Intervening years. Our enemies are still
the enemies of the farmers, who want and
are willing to fight for justice.

Some of the farmers who battled for jus-
tice 40 years ago still recount the difficulties
faced in attempting to get redress for their
grievances from the politicians in control of
the State government. I can imagine that
there are many of you here today who have
had similar difficulties with the more modern
type of controlled politician elected when
the farmers failed to vote collectively for
the interests of the people.

POLITICAL PRAIRIE FIRE

Recently I read the book “Political Prairie
Fire"” by Robert Morlan and “Farmers Politi-
cal Action in North Dakota” by Congressman
UsHer L. BurpicK. They were good and in-
teresting reading. They served as sort of
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detalled refreshers of many things I had gen=-
eral knowledge of at the time of the occur-
rences. It might be a good thing, if all
persons interested in preserving our freedoms
and our economic, social, and political gains,
would review the events of those trying days,
when league organizers were denied the use
of public meeting places, and were even run
out of the counties, were tarred and feath-
ered, and were jailed, often held without
bond. They were not only mistreated,
beaten and slandered, but were often denied
the constitutional guarantees. ¥Yes, that all
took place in America—in North Dakota and
in Minnesota—on many occasions. The big
business interests and their political stooges
did not like the idea of farmers organizing.
It was abhorrent to think of farmers taking
collective political action, or making any
other collective efforts in their own behalf,
In recalling the eventful days of the early
organiaztion of the league I shall always re-
member and revere the names of George 8.
Loftus, Arthur C. Townley, Lynn J, Frazier,
Edwin F. Ladd, and Magnus Johnson for the
part they took in that great move for politi-
cal freedom. !

Oh, yes, there are many thousands of
others who stood falthfully and solidly with
those sturdy leaders as they bore the brunt
of the fierce onelaughts. Each and every one
who stood loyally with the collective effort
deserves high praise for their noble deeds.

The battle they fought is not over—it
never will be over. They began the collective
effort to work and fight together for the
common good of the people. That was a
battle for security, for social equality and
for political freedom. You and I must
carry it along and do our part—our children
and their children must do likewise, If we
are to keep this State, this Nation and the
world as places where human beings can live
and prosper as God intended it to be.

The history of the Nonpartisan League
shows conclusively that it has earned its
right to existence, for the great good ac-
complished throughout the many years. It
has been and is today of great economic
value to the people of North Dakota—I mean
all of the people—the workers in industry,
in the shops, mills, mines, factorles, stores,
on the rallroads, and the housekeepers, as
well as the farmers out on the prairies, '

NAME CALLING

The league provides common grounds on
which we can all meet to discuss our eco-
nomie and political problems in the interests
of the majority of the people.

When we meet and act collectively to solve
our mutual problems we may expect to be
called all sorts of names by those whose self-
interests are in conflict with the public good.

It can be recalled that in the early days
the political stooges called the organizers of
the league Soclalists and termed the league's
objectives as being socialistic. That name-
calling did not stop those who dared to fight
for the right—it seemed to spur them on to
greater and more determined efforts.

Name-calling must not stop you in 1956
or in any future campaign, Always remem-
ber that for centuries past the stooges of the
oppressors have name-called with what
seemed to be the most unpopular, vile and
scare names at the time. It is almost un-
believable but some persons are still using
the scare names of socialists, soclalistic and
gocialism in an attempt to frighten people
away from ideals, issues and actions that
are to the best interests of all.

The present national administration in
‘Washington is no exception in its efforts to
destroy the public gains made in flood con-
trol, conservation, recreation, irrigation and
public. power., In the Northwest we have
good examples of what length the adminis-
tration will go to In order to serve their
friendly interests—who always seem to be
those who made large and impressive cam-
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palgn contributions. First and most out-
standing in the Northwest is the Hells Can=
yon project for public power, flood control,
conservation, irrigation and recreation, and,
second, is the persistent efforts to give away
the public natural resources in the grazing
land, timber, minerals and oil, much of
which has already been allotted in national
parks and national preserves. And there's
that Dixon-Yates smelly deal in an attempt
to throttle the greatest and most successful
public development, the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

I thought they reached a new low in name-
calling not so long ago when the President
was asked what he thought of the Tennessee
Valley Authority. According to press reports
he termed that great beneficial achievement
as “Creeping socialism.”

TVA BRINGS NEW LIFE

The TVA has created a new order of fruit-
ful life in the Tennessee River Valley which
stands out as one of the great public ac-
complishments of modern civilization. Its
abundant resources have made formerly bar-
ren and flooded areas prosper alike. Thou-
sands upon thousands of farm and workers’
homes have electric light and power that
would not have had them without that
great public improvement.

None of the private corporations offered to
finance such developments on & scale large
enough to serve muitiple purposes of flood
control, power conservation, and recreation.
It remained a job for the people through the
Federal Government. The Federal expendi-
tures for TVA are being repaid ahead of
schedule. The powerful utility corporations
in that territory opposed and are still fight-
ing TVA despite the fact that TVA has
brought them more prosperous times than
they ever knew before,

I say to you, TVA Is not sociallsm, creeping,
crawling or any other kind. It is just plain
good comon sense for the people to do for
themselves that which cannot be done so well
by others., There must be more public de-
velopments similar to TVA in all places where
there is need of flood control, power and
irrigation. The progress made in the Colum-
bia River Valley must be continued. The
Hells Canyon project should be revived and
completed as a public project in the interests
of the people. The Missouri and other river
basins should be developed where disastrous
floods will be unknown.

FLOODS CAN BE PREVENTED

The disastrous floods such as that which
did so much damage in Yuba City, Calif., and
other places can be prevented, if the na-
tional administration will quit its little dam
foollshness and start bullding large multi-
ple purpose dams, to serve and to save the
people from flood disasters and power short-
ages. BSo that there may be no misunder=
standing, I was referring to the good ac-
complished by TVA and not IVA.

I am sure the record will show conclusively
that the farmers, the business people in
farm communities and the workers have
benefited alike in the statewide program
adopted as a result of the activities of the
non-partisan league. The State hail in-
surance, the State bank of North Dakota, the
State mill and elevator, the State workmen's
compensation bureau, and the State guaran-
tee of bank deposits were all pioneering ef-
forts in an attempt to serve the people in
methods and ways in which the corporations
had falled miserably. Many of those primary
efforts have been adopted nationally and
are now Important assurances in our
economy.

If the people of the United States were
glven an opportunity to express themselves
on the matter of guarantee of bank deposits,
the vote would be overwhelmingly in the
affirmative—yet, it has not been so very
long ago that great improvement in stabiliz-
ing our banks was termed socallstic. The
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same thing was frue in the State’s estab.
lishment of grain grades and requirements
of testing grains. 8o, I repeat, we must be
prepared now and in the future, against any
and all sorts of name calling; this election
year will be no exception, and especlally so
should you decide to support candidates
other than those sponsored by the political
stooges of the powerful corporations,

The farm organizations have made great
progress in their cooperative efforts since the
formation of the nonpartisan league. The
Farmers Union deserves great credit for its
farsightedness in taking over the equity co=
operative exchange when the blg corpora-
tions were beating it down. Through the
unceasing labors of M. W. Thatcher that
splendid effort was saved in the organization
of the successful Union Grain Terminal As.
soclation of St. Paul with its far flung opera-
tions in the northwest.

The Farmers Union, the Grange, and the
Farm Bureau all have important parts in
keeping alive and building the spirit of co-

operation among the agricultural producers
of our time.

DECLINING FARM PRICES

I know you are greatly concerned over the
decline in farm income during the past few
years. It should be the concern of all who
believe in a continued prosperous America,
The records of the Department of Agricul-
ture in Washington show that the realized
net income of farm operators in North Da-
kota declined from $222.5 million in 1951 to
$134.6 million in 1954, a 39-percent decline.
This decline is largely due to the fall in cash
receipts in farm marketings, which were
$563.8 million in 1951 and only $465.2 million
in 1954 in the State.

The decline in farm income is a very real
problem affecting farmers in all States. In

1951 the Nation’s farmers realized net income

of $14.8 billlon. The Department of Agri-
culture has just reported the realized net
income for 1955 was only £10.8 billion. A
billion-dollar loss for each of the 4 years.

A recent Department of Agriculture state-
ment says that farmers retained as net in-
come in 1955 only 3215 percent of their real=
ized gross income, and further states that
except for 1932, that was the smallest per-
centage on record. The few figures just
quoted are sufficient to show the danger sig-
nals in the economic pathway ahead.

What is being done to avert disaster? Not
very much—nothing substantial—except in
this, an important political campaign year,
they are getting a little worried about the
attitude of the farmers. Farmers have votes
in election years—something had to be done
quickly and effectively—change the parity
payments in line with the previous campalgn
promises? No, that is out of date. The im-
mediate remedy was to follow the pattern set
by the State Department, employ a promi-
nent public-relations firm, build a perfectly
bright shining halo of favorable publicity
around the Secretary of Agriculture; let the
farmers and all others see the Secretary in
the light of a saviour of the farmers’' eco=
nomie ills. The second phase of the pub-
licity consists of trying to lay the blame for
depressed farm prices on others,

BENSON WRONG AGAIN

It appears to be a plan on Secretary Bene
son’s part to make farmers believe that in-
creases in prices of materials and equipment
they buy is hurting them more than decline
in the price of farm products they sell. Its
purpose is to antagonize the farmer against
the worker, thereby to divert the farmer's
attention from the declining prices of farm
products.

It is not my intention today to pass final
Judgment on the extent the administration
has fulfilled or falled to fulfill its preelection
promises. Ordinarily an officer of a labor
union stays within his own field and does
not make speeches on agricultural problems,
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My remarks here today are not intended as
an-exception to that rule. However, I do be-
lieve it quite appropriate to state the facts
with regard to the unfair and unjustified in-
sinuations of Secretary Benson, in his at-
tempt to lay blame on the workers for his
failure to act promptly, wisely, and pru-
dently in the matter of declining farm
produce prices. As an American and an offi-
cer of a labor organization, I believe it is
out of place for any Government official to
attempt to create discord between farmers
and industrial workers on no more basis than
Becretary Benson has shown to date. I must
point out to you that the logic of the Secre-
tary's position is that wage increases are
wrong, that the farmer is in a worsening po-
sitlon because of past wage increases, and
the only way the farmer can be helped is by
recalling wage increases and instituting a
great program of wage and consumer com-
modity price reductions. The chief purpose
of such a program appears to be that of
focusing everyone's attention on the wage
policies of labor unions as the primary fac-
tor in the farmer’s declining income situa-
tion. The attempt of Secretary Benson to
drive a wedge between the farmers and or-
ganized labor is not a new thing. We have
had recurring attempts to plant seeds of
distrust and antagonism between the farmers
and the industrial workers.

REAL ISSUE IS FARM PRICES

It can be recalled that in a similar condi-
tlon existing in the 19820's, farm produce
prices were down; workers wages were used
as the scapegoat of that time. A great cru-
sade of wage cutting developed. Unemployed
and low-wage workers were not good cus-
tomers for farm produce. The produce
prices fell lower and lower, and farm mort-
gage foreclosures increased so fast that the
situation became a national disgrace. The
situation became so tense in some States
that the county sheriffs didn’t dare to make
any further farm mortgage foreclosure sales.
Does the Secretary of Agriculture hope to
bring back a similar situation as a result of
his great campaign of publicity—to blame
workers' wages for the low farm produce
prices?

Although I have no intention of recom-
mending any definite farm policy, I am con-
vinced that far more constructive things can
be done than trying to make organized labor
the scapegoat in this serious situation. The
lesson revealed by statistics is clear; there
was only a slight Increase in the expenses
of producing farm income between 1951 and
1955; while there was more than $4 billion
decrease in the gross income received by
farmers from the sale of farm products,
Really, I believe it to be more sensible to
bolster the prices received by the farmers
than to place blame on the farmers’ expenses
which in 1955 were practically at the same
level as in 1951.

INTERDEPENDENCE OF FARMERS-WORKERS

Secretary Benson and his cohorts in the
Administration, appear to overlook or dis-
regard the interdependence between farmers
and industrial workers. There was nothing
more characteristic of the late President
Franklin D. Roosevelt than his oft-repeated
insistence in and out of Presidential cam-
paigns, in messages to the Congress, in his
writings and in informal conversations on
the basic interdependence between agri-
culture and industry; between farmers and
industrial workers.

I have always considered that the late
President and his administrations consti-
tuted a valuable educational force that ad-
vanced real understanding by the farmers
of the urban industrial worker and the in-
dustrial worker of the farmer. It was dur-
ing his administration that price-support
programs for agricultural products were
first adopted, and farming was taken out of
those risky year-by-year ventures without
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any assurances whatsoever. It was also in
that era the industrial workers were en-
couraged to organize in unions with objec-
tives, among others, of increasing income
of both industrial workers, and because of
their increased purchasing power, the in-
come of the farmers.

We are all well aware of the favorable
results, It did not hurt the economy of
the Nation for the farmer and the indus-
trial worker to be prosperous. That more
than anything else has gulded our Nation
into our greatest overall economiec prosperity.
Shall we follow the pattern of the twenties—
take the solution offered by Secretary Ben=-
son, reduce the wages of Industrial workers
in a vain and foolish effort to help farmers
out of the present difficulties—or shall we
progressively move forward to solutions that
will work and will restore farm Iincomes?
The first essentlials are those of maintaining
purchasing power of those who need and
use the farm products and keep farm prod-
uce prices at parities necessary to maintain
prosperous conditions, on the farms of Amer-
ica, and that includes the farms of North
Dakota.

I have interestingly watched Senator WiL=
LIAM Lawcer and Congressman UsHErR BUR-
pick in their efforts in the Congress to ob-
tain fair and reasonable consideration of
the farm produce price conditions. May
I take this occasion to point out that the
labor unions have supported legislation de-
sired by agricultural interests for the direct
benefit of the farmers. In recent years we
have found some of the farmer organiza-
tions lined up with the enemies of labor
unions in supporting legislation which would
destroy some of the long-established activ-
ities of the unions in their pursuits to ade-
quately serve the workers in industry.

MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING NECESSARY

We need a return to the mutual under-
standing that existed in the time of the
late President Roosevelt. We must have a
positive program to restore the health of
agriculture. The downward spiral of farm
income must be stopped. We know from
our experiences in the twenties that we need
not act out of consideration for the farmers
alone, because our welfare, and the welfare
of the Nation, are inseparably tied to the
welfare of the farmers. Historically we know
that depressed agriculture brings depression
in the entire community. We can see the
sickening emphasis on the farmers worsen-
ing position in the latest figures on per
capita income as between agricultural and
nonagricultural.

We are sorry that the Secretary of Agri-
culture has failed to see or to heed the dan-
ger signals. Now on the eve of an impor-
tant national election they come forward
with some effort. Are we again to witness
“too little, too late"?

CONSUMER COSTS AND FARM PRICES

Senator LaNGER made a good move when
he tried to secure an investigation of the
price spread between what the farmer gets
for food products and what the consumer
has to pay. The administration has never
given a satisfactory answer for its opposition
to such an investigation. You on the farms
and we of the urban centers should know
what such an investigation would reveal.

The whole sum and substance of what to
do and how to do it best, hinges largely, if
not entirely, upon why you are meeting in
this convention of the nonpartisan league.
It is now as it was 40 years ago when George
Loftus, Arthur Townley and their associates
discovered that the only redress possible for
Jjustice was in collective. political action by
the citizens in the rural and urban com-
munities. This is 1956, 40 years after their
discovery, and their bold, but determined
efforts to take political action collectively, for
the common good of all. The old-guard
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politiclans will not like what you do in this
convention for the good of the people of
North Dakota; they didn't like it 40 years
ago. There will be combinations, and aline-
ments of the old guard with their newest
additions in their efforts to keep control of
the State government and of the destinies
of the people. We cannot falter or fail now
in our collective political efforts. We must
go forward. A step backward could mean
terrific losses, hard to regain.

This is 1956, a year of political destiny.
You can make it one—for the people of this
Eoreat. State. May God grant you the wisdom

do so.

EIGHTY-FIVE AMERICAN YEARS—
BOOK WRITTEN BY HENRY CARL
LUCKEY, FORMER MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, Mr.
Henry Carl Luckey served Nebraska as a
Representative in Congress in the 74th
and 75th Congresses. Although Mr.
Luckey was born in 1868, he still possesses
remarkable vigor and insight and capa=
bilities.

Former Representative Luckey has re-
cently published a book entitled “Eighty-
Five American Years.” This book is filled
with history of interest not only to Ne-
braskans but to all Americans. There
is running through Mr, Luckey’s book a
profound belief in and devotion to the
American traditional system. Some very
interesting political matters are related.
I am sure that many will find, as I found,
that Mr., Luckey’s book is worthwhile
reading.

THE SOIL BANK PROGRAM—EDI-
TORIAL FROM THE PORTLAND
EVENING EXPRESS

Mr., PAYNE. Mr. President, last Sat-
urday the Portland Evening Express, of
Portland, Maine, printed an editorial
setting forth the merits of the soil-bank
program. The editorial particularly re-
ferred to the contribution a soil-bank
program would make to the conservation
of wildlife, timber, and water resources,
Quoting from the National Wildlife Fed-
eration, the editorial states:

The stage can be set for a well-rounded
program of soil, water, forest, and wildlife
conservation with benefits that would accrue
to the general public as well as to the farmer
under the soil-bank plan.

Because all of us are in general agree-
ment as to the worth of such a soil-bank
program, it is my hope that we ean still
enact within the very near future a soil-
bank program which will prove to be of
substantial benefit to the agricultural
community and to the entire Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the editorial en-
titled “The Soil Bank,” which I have
cited above, be printed in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

One of the merits of the soil-bank proposal
made by President Eisenhower and Secre=-
tary Benson has received scant attention in
the debates, such as they were, and in the
press. It has generally been the thought
that taking land out of cultivation would
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decrease production, as it would; but there
is something else that is good in the plan.

The National Wildlife Federation declares
that the soil-bank program could become
the greatest boon to farm game restoration
ever devised by the Government. Previous
Federal payments to farmers for conservation
practices have been rather narrowly re-
stricted to erosion control and soil manage-
ment phases. In some instances, wildlife,
timber, and water resources have been neg-
lected or even abused under subsidization by
the Federal Government with agricultural
conservation payments. Under the new pro-
posal, says the Federation, “the stage can be
set for a well-rounded program of soil, water,
forest, and wildlife conservation with bene-
fits that would accrue to the general public
as well as to the farmer under the soil-bank
plan.”

That seems to make sense. There might
come many areas that eventually would
become forested, and many of them might
provide the windbreaks that could promote
not only more beauty and comfort for the
farm family, but might even lessen the dan-
ger of dust storms. It ought to be recalled
that President Roosevelt early in his ad-
ministration suggested a vast tree-planting
program out on the flat plains, a program
to be paid for out of Federal funds which
in those days were by some considered in-
exhaustible. His proposal was treated with
derision, but it had no trifilng amount of
commonsense behind it. Though in a
smaller way, the soll-bank plan could prove
a boon in almost every way to the farmer,
and even while it defends against the piling
up of additional surpluses.

The New York Times, Friday, quoted
sources close to the White House as pre-
dicting that President Eisenhower will veto
the farm bill which the Congress, playing
polities in an election year, crammed through,
and will go directly to the people via radio
and television next Thursday to explain why
he had to veto the bill.

If those sources are correct, the soll-bank
section of the measure will suffer veto as
well as the features that the President and
Secretary Benson deplore; for it is. impos-
sible to pick and choose out of an entire
act of Congress. That is inescapable. That
being so, the National Wildlife Federation
and the general public can but feel aggrieved
at a Congress which has ylelded to politics
what it owed to the Nation.

CONDITION OF THE BUDGET

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a press release
I have prepared about the condition of
the budget be printed in the REcorp as
a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Senator HomMeEr E. CAPEHART today called
to the attention of the Senate figures bear-
ing out his prediction that the administra-
tlon probably will balance the budget and
show a surplus for this fiscal year.

The Senator based his remarks on infor-
mation contained in a memorandum re-
leased foday by the Joint Committee on the
Economic Report—a memorandum prepared
by the committee staf from information
contained in the publication Economic In-
dicators for April.

Senator CAPEHART quoted the following
two paragraphs from the memorandum:

“1. Reports through mid-April indicate
that the Federal budget will show an ad-
ministrative surplus of about $2 billion and
a cash surplus of perhaps $4 billion for this
fiscal year-  ending .June 30,.1956.- These
committee staff estimates represent increases
in receipts of about 3 billion ovér estimates:
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in the January budget, which were reaffirmed
in Pebruary by the Secretary of the Treasury.
Expenditures may be about $1 billion higher
(due mainly to handling CCC payments in-
side the budget rather than by sale of notes
to commercial banks).

“2. For the flscal year 1957, the surplus
will probably be larger than estimated in the
January budget unless: (a) business condi-
tions deteriorate, or (b) legislation increases
expenditures significantly more than esti-
mated.”

“These firures bear out what I have been
anticipating and predicting for some time,"”
Senator CapenaArT said. “This, of course, is
a healthy sign and reflects the institution of
improved administrative procedures which
have made possible a balanced budget and a
surplus in our Government finances for the
first time in many years.

“I congratulate those responsible and ex-
press the sincere hope that the picture in
1957 and in the years ahead will be even
brighter,” Senator CAPEHART sald.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
executive business, for action on the
nomination on the Executive Calendar.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no reports of com-
mittees, the nomination on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of George Cochran Doub, of Maryland,
to be an Assistant Attorney General.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of this nomination.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 'Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

THE NEGRO’S DECLARATION OF
INTENTION
Mr. CARLSON. Mr..President, Rev.
Missionary

3. "W, Hayes, president of the

April 18

Baptist State Convention of Kansas, and
pastor of the Calvary Baptist Church,
of Wichita, Kans., forwarded to me an
article written on April 3, 1956, by Rev.
Dr. J. H. Jackson, president of the Na-
tional Baptist Convention, and pastor of
the Olivet Baptist Church, Chicago, Ill.

The article is entitled “The Negro's Dec~
laration of Intention.”

Dr. Jackson prepared this article after
conferring with Negro citizens from all
walks of life in all parts of the country.
After getting the views of these people,
together with his own impressions, he
wrote this statement.

Inasmuch as Dr. Jackson is one of the
outstanding leaders of the Negro race, I
ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REecorp as a part of
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

DECLARATION

1. At all tlmes, we intend to support the
Federal Constitution, to obey the laws of the
land, to avoid contempt of courts, and to
respect the judgments and decrees of the
Bupreme Court of the United States of Amer-
ica, and to always abide by the same.

- 2, Whatever is said or done against the
United States of America by enemies, foreign
or domestic; we will ever oppose with all of
our heart, mind, body, soul, and strength.

3. We intend to continue to teach our chil-
dren that this Nation is a great free republic
of law and order, with a system of govern=-
ment of the people, by the people, and for
the people. And any person who disobeys
the laws of the land and teaches others to do
50, is a declared enemy of this Nation, and
is working for its overthrow; and hence, does
not deserve the right of free participation in
the Nation's life, and is unworthy of the
security that the country gives, and is sub-
Ject to the penalties of the law. We shall
also teach our children that this Nation
under God, was founded in the spirit of jus<
tice, freedom, and due regard for moral law,
and cannot survive without remaining true
to its foundation principles.

4. We intend to participate in the total
cultural life of the Nation, both for personal
growth and development, and for the further
progress of the country itself.

5. We intend always, to cherish and to give
thanks for those natural endowments and
special gifts that have made our race great;
and pledge all of our talents and resources
in the building of a better soclal order and
a more democratic world.

6. In spite of the doctrine of the segrega-
tionist, we shall always believe that the basic
quality of real distinction is character, not
color; and the stature of a person is deter-
mined by the power of his mind, the purity
of his heart, and the highest possible dedica-
tion of his life.

7. We intend to crusade against all the
evils in our soclety that are designed to
poison creative human relationships, and to
crush the constructive growth of human per-
sonality, and to fight against the false doc-
trine which claims that some men are by
origin, birth, and nature, superior .to others.

8. While we shall recognize a need for the
patience that accompanies growth, we intend
at all times to reject that doctrine of grad-
ualism which implies that the established
laws of the land should be gradually applied,
and gradually obeyed, in order to respect the
unjust traditions of men, and to give free
reign and honor to destructive prejudices.

9. We intend to take every legal step to
employ every constructive measure, and to
cooperate with every group of loyal Ameri=
eans in the struggle to preserve all of the

~ Nation's ideals, and to overcome:every eco- -
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nomie, political, and cultural stumbling
block that hinders the further progress of
this great republie.

10. With love for our Nation, good will
toward all, utter devotion to the Federal
Constitution, and undying faith in God; we
intend to continue our struggle for the com-
plete victory of freedom on every front, and
the preservation of the soul of the Nation
whatever the cost. And if we are slain by
the forces of oppression before our high pur-
pose is achieved, we pray that we shall sleep
under the shadows of the flag that we love,
and our sacred dust shall be a silent testi-
mony and a lasting memorial to our eternal
quest for justice, peace, and good will.

LOWELL MASON'S GRACE

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, for 20
years, Lowell Mason, a member of the
Federal Trade Commission, has given
an annual luncheon on the opening day
of the baseball season. Yesterday, at
the luncheon, there were in attendance
members of the courts, members of the
executive branch of the Government,
Members of the United States Senate,
and Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives. At the luncheon, Lowell
Mason said what I think is a very beau-
tiful grace, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REcorp as
a part of these remarks.

There being no objection, the grace
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

LoweLL MAsoN’S GRACE

Our Father, Who shall say that those who
make and those who administer our laws
may serve without Thy help.

And who shall say they may receive it,
except they be simple, gentle and humble,
becoming as little children.

For no nation can be truly great whose
servants do not have something childlike
in their lives,

We must renew our youth with simple
joys that re-create the jaded mind and re-
vive the burdened soul.

This, we seek to do, here at this table
where the armaments of life are absent.

Grant us this day the saving touch of
friendship, for in times of conflict, friend-
ship is the quality that keeps open the lines
of communication. May this happy noon-
fime help to refill the reservoirs of our spirit,
give us courage greater than our fears and
strength more adequate to our tasks.

Bless and gulde our President and all who
direct and lead our Nation that it may carry
out Thy purpose. Amen,

THE LONG-RANGE APPROACH TO
MEDICAL LEARNING

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
the health of our people is the most im-
portant resource belong to the United
States. Unless men, women, and chil-
dren are protected from the ravages of
disease, our entire Nation is poor indeed.
Few Members of Congress have heen
more conscientious and diligent in ad-
vocating a sound research and medical
program to safeguard the health of
Americans than the distinguished senior
Senator from Maine [Mrs, SMITH].

In the April 21, 1956, issue of the
Saturday Review, Senator SmarE has
written a cogent and effective article
proposing - that $1 billion be spent to
improve our knowledge of disease and
in the means of preventing it. I doubt
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if anyone could read her impressive ar-
gument without being convinced by it.

So that all Members of the Senate
may be enlightened by the excellent
article written by the senior Senator
from Maine, I ask unanimous consent
that the article by the Honorable Magr-
GARET CHASE SwMiITH, entitled “Billion-
Dollar Prescription”, from the April 21
issue of the Saturday Review, be re-
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

We human beings act strangely. With the
exception of our moral and spiritual values,
the obviously most important thing to us is
life, our own life and the lives of our dear
ones and our friends. Yet we don’t act that
way. We pay little attention to our health.
We take our health for granted. We don't
get concerned about it until we have lost part
of it. And sometimes that is too late.

Here in America last year we spent $10
billion for cocktalls and other spirituous
liquors. We spent $5 billion for tobacco.
‘We spent $264 million for chewing gum. But
when I advocated on the floor of the United
States Senate that we spend an extra $200
million a year for the next 5 years on the
better care of our health, some people were
shocked.

“How could you possibly spend that much
money?" these people have asked. “Why
$200 million a year for 5 years is $1 billion!"
Indeed it is. One billion. Forty-nine bil-
lions less than our drinking bill during those
same 5 years. Twenty-four billions less than
our smoking bill. More than $250 million
less than our bill for chewing gum.

Having made that comparison, I ask my
questioners a question:

“Is $1 billion really a huge sum to spend
to help protect and perhaps prolong 165 mil-
lion American lives?”

I think most people will agree that it is not.
And here is my prescription:

1. For medical research, spend $5600 million.

2. For medical research facilities, spend
$150 million. !

3. For assistance to medlcal education,
spend $350 million.

I believe that my presecription is unique
in one very important respect. It is long-
range medicine, something that we in this
country have never attempted before.

As I am not a doctor, or even a nurse, I
may be suspected of snap diagnosis. This,
however, is not the case. I have been con-
cerned with medical research for a long time.
I do want to acknowledge, though, that my
thinking was crystallized by an editorial in a
great Malne newspaper, the Bangor Dally
News. The title the editorial writer chose
was “How About $1 Billion for Health?"

The most thorough study to date of the
impact of illness upon our national economy
was made in a 6-month-long investigation by
the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce
Committee in 1953 and 1954. I have leaned
heavily upon my readings of those hearings
in reaching my own conclusions. More re=
cently, criticism of inadequate Federal sup-
port for medical research has come from the
distinguished reports of the Hoover Commis-
sion. In these reports there is a recurrent
plea for a 5-year program. I am frank to
state that the arguments of the Commission
have had a great influence upon me. But
the detailed dosage that follows is my own
formula.

1. MEDICAL RESEARCH

At present the research and training pro-
grams of the National Institutes of Health
have a current budget of approximately
£100 million a year. I would double this
budget, making it $200 million a year, an
added 5-year cost of $500 million.
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Perhaps I should explain, for the benefit
of those who are not so close to Government
as I am, that the Natlonal Institutes of
Health together make up the foremost re-
search agency of the United States Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.
They have extensive laboratories of their
own, probably the finest laboratories in the
world, certainly the best Government labora-
tories anywhere. But two-thirds of their
funds are spent in support of research and
training in non-Federal medical institutions.
In this extramural research and training each
institute (there are seven—cancer, heart,
mental health, arthritls and metabolic dis-
eases, neurological diseases and blindness,
dental, and microbiological) is aided by a
National Advisory Council. Council mem-
bers are citizens outstanding in medical
science, education, and public affairs. They
review all applications for grants and make
recommendations on these to the Surgeon
General, who in his turn requests appropria-
tions from Congress.

Historically, the Councils have been ham=
pered by our system of annual appropria-
tions. Frequently they have not been able
to attract the most qualified men to short-
term jobs. And many research projects have
been turned down because their continu-
ance over the necessary span of time could
not be guaranteed.

The more fundamental research becomes—
and all the experts agree that it is funda-
mental (sometimes called pure) research we
need above all else—the less predictable
is the time involved. Testimony before the
House Appropriations Committee early in
1956 reminded us, for instance, that 33 years
passed between (a) the time that the pan-
creas was found to contain the secret of dia-
betes and (b) the time when the secret was
identified as insulin., Would anyone today
begrudge the money spent in hunting down
that elusive chemical which, when finally
discovered, saved millions of lives?

By making $500 million more available to
the National Institutes of Health, I do not
claim to solve the problem of basic research.
But I do feel that the Institutes would be
given a degree of flexibility in supporting
long-range studies. It seems pertinent to
note at this point that long-range investi-
gation means most in the little-understood
metabolic diseases which have their worst
crippling effects in our growing proportion
of older citizens.

2, MEDICAL RESEARCH FACILITIES

Early this year Senators Lister HiLn. and
SryLes Bripges introduced a bill to provide
$90 million over the next 3 years to match
construction grants for medical research
facilities In medical schools, hospitals, and
private foundations in all parts of the coun-
try. The BSenate passed the bill unani-
mously, and the measure is now before the
House. Under my b5-year prescription, I
would extend this 3-year proposal to cover
5 years at the same annual rate of $30 mil-
lion—a total of $150 million.

3. MEDICAL, EDUCATION AND ASSISTANCE

Senator Hmn also introduced, together
with a dozen other Senators, another bill
to provide $250 million to match grants for
construction of medical-school bulldings.
This bill has been strongly endorsed by the
American Medical Association and almost
unanimously by medical school deans. I
would increase this appropriation by 820
million a year—f{rom #§50 million to 8§70
million—for a 5-year total of $350 million.
That total approximates two estimates made
by the National Fund for Medical Educa-
tion (of which Herbert Hoover is honorary
president) regarding the needs of the Na-
tion’s medical schools.

My billion-dollar prescription i1s now com=
plete.
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I admit that 81 billion may appear to be a

large amount for taxpayers to carry in addi-,

tion to the burden they carry at present.

But I call your attention to the fact that.

the American people unhesitantly footed a
1954 bill of $1,700,000,000 for research on
military weapons alone. This is eight-and-

one-half times the annual rate I propose for;
May I polnt
out that our national defense and our na-:

medical research expansion.

tional security -are mo stronger than our
national health, on which our Federal Gov-
ernment's research spending is less than 1
percent of the national budget?

Compare the current $100 million research-

and training budget of the National Insti-
tutes of Health with the $20 million appro-
priated at the last session of Congress for
research activities in the Department of
Agriculture. Add to this $90 million the sum
of $250 million which is paid out to farmers
for soil conservation. I do not want to imply

that I am not heartily in favor of greatly ex-

panded agricultural research. I know, of
course, that much of such research benefits

us in our studies of the diseases of man.

And I have always supported farm-research
activities. But I think it is about time this

country brought research on human lives up.

to the level of research on animals and
plants.

T referred earlier to the House Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee hearings
on the Impact of disease on the national
economy. The committee found that four
diseases alone—heart, cancer, tuberculosis,

and arthritis—have resulted In an annual

loss of 370 million man-days of work and
that the annual cost to the Nation from all

illnesses is roughly equivalent to the total

income-tax revenue, or $30 billion a Yyear.
Alongside that enormous loss, my proposed
expenditures of $200 million a year would
seem & very modest investment.

Would it be a sound investment for a
banker?

Over the last decade alone medical research
has added 5 full years to the life expectancy
of the average American. We all know some-
thing of the wonders of penicillin, strepto-
myecin, isoniazid, cortisone, and a host of
other battlers against disease. These mi-
raculous products of medical research, along
with new surgical techniques and blood
plasma, have brought about these percentage

reductions in the death rates of some of the

major killers and cripplers:

Percent
TRRMBRER. o e e 1,
Appendicitis_ . ______-__ 69
Acute rheumatic fever 66
Bynliiii o o : 56
Tuberculosis. 50
Pneumonia By 50
Eidney diseases______ .o coeooooen 43

Now let us translate this into economic
terms. The National Office of Vital Statistics
reported that in 1954 approximately 350,000
Americans under the age of 65 died of cancer.
and heart disease alone, This is greater than
the total of Americans who lost their lives
in the Armed Forces during the Second World
War and the Korean war together. Remem-
ber that those wars last not 1 year but ap-
proximately T years.

Those 350,000 deaths of 1954 occurred as'
I have stated, among people under 65, people
in their productive years who otherwise
would have been at work, earning money,
producing goods and services, and consuming
as well. Moreover, these people would have
been paying taxes which would have gone,
in part, to pay for research which would
have helped to preserve their own and other
lives.

In an earller year—the year 1951—-&. study
of federally aided rehabilitation revealed
that 8,000 people who were returned to work
had been on public assistance prior to re-
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habilitation, at a cost of $5,700,000 annually.:
The cost of their rehabilitation was 4 mil-
lion, These people are now employed. In=-
stead of being tax-consumers they are tax-
payers.

When we consider that chronic diseases
account for B8 percent of the disability of
the approximately 2 million physically handi-
capped pecple in the United States, we can
see that the economic benefits to be derived
from medical research on disabling diseases
would be vast. The research would more
than pay for itseif.

I have been asked whether my billion
dollar prescription for our national health
amounts to socialized medicine., I have pub-

licly and privately stated for many, many

years that I am opposed to socialized medi-
cine. The b-year program that I propose

would have no aspects of socialized medicine.

It is in keeping with recommendations and
endorsements made by the Hoover Commis-
sion, the American Medical Association,
medical-school deans, and such outstanding

doctors as Paul Dudley White, the eminent

heart specialist who treated President E‘lsan-
hower.

Perhaps because he is the heart doctor of.
the President, Dr. White’s own words have.
a great dramatic and impressive meaning to:
the American people on the need for expan-.

gion of medlical research. Dr. White has

pointed out that current heart research is

severely limited because of lack of money.
Testifying before a Senate cominittee, as a

member of the advisory council-of the Na-
tlonal Heart Institute, Dr. White said he had.

been forced to use his own money for re-
search because there were not sufficient Gov-
ernment funds. -

His was only one of a tremendous backlog,

of worthy projects, running into millions of
dollars, for which the advisory counclls have
no money. As long as this backlog exists

qualified people are being denied the oppor-,

tunity to save life.

If one of the Armed Forces can build np a

25-year supply of hamburgers, and if another

can spend hundreds of millions of dollars on

4 fighter plane that could not fly, I say we.
can afford to appropriate funds to give our
children and our children’s children the best
in medlcine

STUDY OF 19TH SOVIET PARTY
CONFERENCE

- Mr. HUMPHREY. MTr. President, sev-

eral months before Stalin died, the Re-
search Institute of America, Ine., made
an extensive study of the 19th Soviet

Party Congress. My colleagues may re=
member that I brought this study to the

attention of the Senate, as well as to the
attention of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. This study caused consider-.
able- comment in the Congress and
around the country. The same Insti-
tute, under the executive direction of
Mr. Leo Cherne, has recently completed
another such study entitled “Toughest
Challenge Yet in New Soviet Strategy.”
This study, like its predecessor, is an in-
structive analysis of the new challenge
facing us, The fact that it is frighten-
ing as well, makes it all the more impera-
tive that we take it seriously.

I would certainly welcome the com-
ments of the State Department upon the
analysis which has beén made by the Re-
search Institute of America. - I regret to
say that the Department did not give us
a response to a similar analysis and study:
which I presented in the Senate about a
year and a half ago. - I can think of no
subject matter which is-more important.
than the one to which I refer.
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- Furthermore, the Research Institute
of America is an accredited, respected,
acknowledged, competent research es-’
tablishment in the field of foreign af-
fairs. The study which I bring fo the,
attention of my colleagues is one which
I think will bear their closest examina=
tion. I, therefore, ask unanimous con-
sent that this study, as it appeared in a°
special report to the members of the Re-
search Institute of America, Inec., be in-
serted in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

There being no objection, the study
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Touanxs-r CHALLENGE YET 1IN NEW Sovrrr
BTRATEGY

(Eprror's Nore—These are the hard facts:"
economic and military strength of the Mos=-
cow-directed one-third of the globe is rising .
steadily. The new Soviet leaders’ domestic,
and foreign policies are far more subtle and
shrewd than those of Stalin. Most impor-
tant, the new Soviet policies have been asg-
tonishingly successful. It adds up to this:
right now, we and our allies are losing the
battle against world communism.)

For a bird’s eye view.of how Soviet stra.tegy
threatens United States supply of key raw
materials today, take a look at the map on.
pages 6 and 7 of this report. Then, ask
yourself these guestions:

How did this happen? Which events are
really  responsiblie for this state of affairs?
Do we know what the Soviet Union plans to
do in the coming months? Is there still
time to thwart the Kremlin's plans? How
can the West prevent the present military
stalemate from becoming a checkmate?

Here are the conclusions of the Research
Institute’s experts who, with Harry Schwartz,
the New York Times specialist on Russia,
have been closely following developments
behind the Iron Curtain—the shifting events
which culminated in the new policy state-
ments proclaimed at the 20th Communist
P&rty Congress in Moscow this February. .

The Soviet leadership .

When Stalin ruled the Soviet empire mth
an firon fist, Khrushchev  and Bulganin
helped execute his policies—and his oppo-.
nents. When the aging Stalin conducted So-
viet foreign policy in full battle dress,
Ehrushchev and Bulganin were among his
toughest lleutenants. But Stalin's rigidities
during his last years resulted in strong anti-
Communist countermoves by the West. So,
in order to weaken Western resistance to the
Communist advance, the new Soviet leaders
have gone back to the more flexible—and
effective—policies that Stalln himself used
in the 1930’s, while pretending to repudiate
Stalin's policies and actually destroying his
place in Sovlet mythology.

Chalking up Communist gains 1n Indla,

Indonesia, Afghanistan, and elsewhere, the
new Boviet leaders have also largely resolved
the domestic problem of Stalin’s succession,
and they have done so without wrecking the
Stalinist system and without an excess of
bloodshed and purges. Only one of the
original contenders for Stalin’s throne, Beria,
had to be shot, and only two, Malenkov and
Molotov, had to be humiliated publicly.
_ Although a muted struggle for power in
the Soviet hierarchy must continue until all
possible opposition to a single dictator has
been silenced, for all practical purposes
Nikita S. Khrushchev—First Secretary of the
Communist - Party—is Stalin's successor:
hoday

~ Despite the falk in ‘Moscow about “col-
lective leadership,” the fact is that Khru-
shchev controls the reins-of power, He alone-
in the Soviet Union today stands above criti-
c¢lsm and need not acknowledge past mis-
takes “(all ‘errors can now be blamed on”
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Stalin and Berla, who are safely dead), even
though at least ‘one colossal EKhrushchev

boner—the enormous program to plow and
plant 75 million acres of grain in arid parts

of Siberia—proved to be an expensive folly-

last year.

Ehrushchev, like Stalin in the early days,
is busy accruing personal prestige and down-
grading possible opponents while putting his
own followers into positions of power. He
does not yet have the enormous prestige that
Stalin enjoyed after he led Russia to victory
against Hitler. ' Ehrushchev may not have
the time to win a comparable position of
absolute supremacy—he is over 60, Stalin
was well under 50 when control slipped from
Lenin’s dying hands. Khrushchev, unlike
Stalin, has to listen to—even if not heed—
the members of his “team” before making
decisions. But Khrushchev has the tremen-
dous advantage of Stalin's experience and can

therefore avoid the foreign policy blunders-

of his predecessor while working for absolute
dictatorial control.
Ehrushchev—unlike Stalin—must take

notice of the interests of key groups who

control great power levers in the state, par-
ticularly the army. The unprecedented ele-

vation of Marshal Zhukev to the top dozen'

of Soviet rulers s the most vivid proof.
Stalin was far too aware of the possibility

of a military coup d'etat to give such stature:

to a military man. Today, the promotion of
Zhukov to a high-party post assures solid
military support of the regime; also, some of
Zhukov's immense popularity, won in war-
time, now rubs off on the ruling clique. But
Zhukov's promotion puts him too close to
the throne for Khrushchev's comfort—if
anything goes wrong.
Khrushchev—limited dictator

To sum up: Khrushchev rules Russia to-
day, but only with the advice and consent of
his immediate colleagues in the Presidium
of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party. The members of this body give every,
evidence of understanding that an out-and-
out battle among them could destroy the
whole Soviet power position as well as en-
danger their own lives. There are still rival-
ries and disagreements, but these are now
being subordinated to the task of increasing
worldwide Communist power.

Should Khrushchev die, should Soviet for-
eign policy be forced to suffer a major set-
back, the quiescent struggle for Stalin's
mantle could flare up again, as it did In
the spring of 1953. But for the time being,
there is stability—a tremendous asset to
the Soviet state.

Within Russia: less unrest

One of the great assets of the West after
World War II was the restlessness and re-
sentment of the stanchest anti-Commu-
nists of all: the people of Russia who live
under the boot of totalitarianism. A West-
ern policy of strength kept alive the spark
of freedom in the Russian people. That
spark may now be going out because of the
inertia of the West. Should it expire, the
West will have lost its army of allies who
live on the enemy's home ground.

Why has this happened? First, at Geneva
last summer, whatever the intent of the
Western leaders, the impression was given
to the whole world, including the people
behind the Iron Curtain, that we actually
believed in the possibility that the Russian
leaders wanted to coexist with us. The peo-
ple most discouraged by the spurious spirit
of Geneva were the anti-Communists be-
hind the Russian curtain,

Second, Stalin's successors have realized
that accumulated pressure under a sewer
cover can blow the lid sky high. To lessen
the pressure under their regime, they have
gone part of the way toward meeting some
of the basic grievances of the Russian people.

The new leaders have sharply increased
peasants' incomes by raising prices paid for
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farm produce, “including grain, livestock
products, potatoes, ete. They have increased
the supply of food and consumer goods for
the population, going so far even as to buy
large quantities of meat and butter abroad
to make up for deficlent home production.
They have given greater priority to housing
construction. - And they have cut the average
workweek down to 46 hours, with further
reduction promised.

They have curbed the power of the secret
police and executed some of the highest po-
lice leaders. They have loosened the shackles
on the intellectuals so that writers can
write somewhat more freely and scientlsts
can communicate more easily with foreign
sclentists. i

They have promised a number of major
additional concessions in the next year or
two: the end of tuition fees in high schools
and colleges, higher pay for the lowest pald
workers, higher pensions for the millions of
aged pensioners whose government pay-
ments now are so completely inadequate
that even men and women of 76 and 80 must
work to avold starvation. :

The upper ranks of the Soviet bureaucracy
have been given a device to permit them to
pass on their superior status to their chil-
dren. This is the system of boarding
schools—Soviet Etons and Harrows—which
Ehrushchev - announced -will be set up to
train the Soviet leaders of tomorrow.

An effort is being made to heal the deep
wounds left by Stalin’s purges of the 1930's.
Many of the victims are to be rehabilitated,
and where such rehabilitation is posthu-
mous, suitable recompense will presumably
be made to the victims’ surviving families,
The sickening adulation of Stalin and the
most obvious falsification of history are to
be ended; at least, that is the promise.

All this adds up to a considerable revolu-
tion for a period of 3 years. It has not been
accomplished without cost, including a sub-
stantial Inflationary pressure which is caus-
ing Khrushchev great concern. The eco-
nomic concessions—which still leave the
Soviet standard of living and the degree of
freedom in the Soviet Union far from satis-
factory to its own people—have probably
strengthened the regime at home on bal-
ance, but they raise the question of whether
the population will not demand more. The
problem will be particularly acute in the
next few years when the Soviet leaders ex-
pect to be able to reduce high prices only
slowly. A great deal depends on what the
West will do to increase the internal pres-
sures against the Red regime. Strong oppo-
sition to Boviet moves in Asia and the Middle
East would help to reactivate a spirit of
resistance inside the Iron Curtain.

Red military strength

. Stalin’s successors have essentially ended
American nuclear monopoly and created
what is for all practical purposes a military
stalemate. In the past 3 years they have pro-
duced powerful hydrogen bombs, and long-
distance jet bombers capable of delivering
such bombs to American cities. They hint,
and possibly not without some justification,
that they are ahead of the Unilted States in
developing long-range guided and ballistic
missiles. These are historic accomplish-
ments. They have fundamentally changed
the world balance of power as against what
it was when Stalin died in March 1963. In
these accomplishments lies much of the ex-
planation for the Soviet leaders’ present gen=-
uine confidence.

Red diplomacy ascending

Stalin’s successors have made deep in-
roads among the neutral nations of the world.
Khrushchev and Bulganin’s trip to India,
Burma, and Afghanistan raised Soviet pres-
tige greatly in those countries. The swap
of Czechoslovakia arms for Egyptian cotton,
plus the all-out Kremlin support for the
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Arab nations in their dispute with Israel,
have greatly heightened Soviet influence
throughout the strategic and oil-rich Middle
East. Pakistan, a key link to the free world
chain of alliances in Asia, has been softened
up by trade offers from Russia and sweet
words from Communist China. Marshal
Tito’s regime in Yugoslavia, once clearly an
ally of the free world because of Stalin’s
excommunication of Tito, has been nudged
out of the Western camp closer to the Soviet
bloc. The result of these and similar meas-
ures has been that the prestige of the West,
particularly the United States, has plum-
meted in many parts of the world while
Moscow’s and Pelping’s influence has soared.

It is clear even from the brief recital above
that.we now face a much more dangerous and
wily foe than we did in Stalin’s last years..
His successors, on his passing, took a pene-
trating look at the legacy he had left. They
identified the weak spots in their positions at
home and abroad, and took drastic action
to revise their policy accordingly. All this
has resulted in a new chapter of modern his-
tory to which Western policy has not ade-
quately adjusted itself,

THE COMMUNIST PLANS FOR THE FUTURE
‘At the 20th Communist Party Congress in’
Moscow in February 1956, Khrushchev and
company unveiled their plans for exploiting
the riew world situation for their own bene-
fit. The long-range Communist strategy is
now based on the following premises:

No major nuclear war is likely for the
foreseeable future. This is the meaning of
Khrushchev's new dictum that there is no
“fatal inevitability” of war. Russia intends
to keep militarily strong, and its leaders do
not exclude the possibility of little wars
which might grow into big ones. Soviet
leaders now base their plans on the assump-
tion that a military stalemate exists between
them and the free world, and that there-
fore, other weapons—political and economic.
in the main—must be relied on to attain
their goals.

Soviet progress to date

The economic power of the Saoviet bloe
will grow very rapidly during the foresee-
able future, increasing the Communist po-
tential for victory. This rapld growth is
already exerting a tremendous magnetic
effect upon the underdeveloped countries
now searching for quick roads to industrial«
ization. Communist influence will grow in
the underdeveloped countries if the Com-
munist natlons can show the ability to in-
crease production, raise standards of living,
health, and education, and to modernize
formerly backward areas. You should krow
that particular importance is being attached
to North EKorea where, with great coopera=-
tion from other Communist countries, Mos=
cow is trying to create a showplace of eco=
nomic recovery intended to contrast with
inflation-ridden South Korea. Should the
plan succeed, it could exercise tremendous
influence over all Asla.

The Communist confidence in thelr abil-
ity to grow rapidly in the future is largely
based on.the beanstalking of the Soviet
economy in the past 10 years. Perhaps the
most dramatic evidence—though not en-
tirely pertinent to the future—is the record
of the Soviet production increase between
1045 and 1955 as shown below:

Commodity Unit | 1945 I 1955
| 2s 3ieasitn= L= T et Million metric | 149.3 | 300.1
tons.
Petroleom.....coone-- oo s 10.4 70.7
Electricity...ocueeooan Billion kilowatt- | 43.2 | 170.2
TS,
B D ) e R Mlﬁlon metrie 8.9 83.3
ns.
2 Rt e R LR do. 12.3 45.2
Cotton cloth.__. Billion meters...| 1.6 5.9
Leather shoes.. Million pairs....| 64.5 | 207.4
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The expansion shown in this table cannot
be sustained since It was the result of very
special conditions. It was easier to rebuild
war damaged plants after 1945 than it is
to build new ones from scratch. The Rus-
sians moved billions of dollars worth of
machinery and raw materials from Eastern
Europe and Manchuria to their own factories.
The level of productivity in the early post=
war years was so low that it was compara-
tively easy to raise it rapidly. Yet, even
after allowance has been made for such
special factors, it is clear that an impressive
job of industrial reconstruction and expan-
slon was accomplished in Russia this past
decade.

New Russian economic goals

The Soviet leadership fully realizes that
their country has tremendous reserves of
untapped raw materials, particularly in the
area beyond the Urals. In the past few years
they have found extensive deposits of iron
ore, coal, petroleum, bauxite, rare metals,
uranium, and the like. The great rivers of
Biberia have an enormous electric power
potential. All these wvast resources are
scheduled to be exploited in the years im-
mediately ahead. The final goal is not only
to outproduce the United States but also
to turn out more steel, coal, electricity, and
the like, per capita, than this country.

Of course, these ambitious goals are set
in comparison with present United States
output figures. They ignore the further ex-
pansion which will inevitably occur in this
country. However, even in these terms, the
advances which Soviet leaders are seeking
are impressive (same units as above) :

Soviet Russia
'lgnitod
tates Commodity
1055 1065
1055 1960
actual actual | goal pl;:)lﬁl}la
TR e B 300.1 | 503 700
332 Petroleum ... 0.7 | 135 200
623 Electricity ... 170.2 | 320 600
70.9 | Pig fron_ ... 33.3 63 70
106 () PR S e 45.2 68,3 &t

1" Research Institute estimates based on Soviet state-
ments.

The essential point of this table is that
by 1965 Soviet leaders hope to come very
close to the output levels now prevailing in
the United States. This means that unless
we can maintain an equal rate of expansion
the gap between the two economies will have
been narrowed significantly within these next
10 years.

Moreover, since the great bulk of Soviet
production goes for capital equipment and
arms—not for passenger cars and other con-
wumer durable goods—they expect to sur-
phss the United States in machinery output
earlier than 1965. So far as armaments go,
of course, the maintenance of a high level of
preparedness will be far less burdensome on
Yhe Soviet economy when and if it produces
seventy to ninety million tons of steel, than
is true now.

Of course there is no certainty that the
Boviet leaders will reach the indicated goals
by 1960 and 1965. They are counting on a
substantial increase in productivity through
the widespread introduction of automation,
and on an ability to eontinue giving heavy
industry a higher priority than consumer
goods. The odds are that rapid SBoviet eco-
nomic growth will continue.

The Soviet leaders’ perspectives go beyond
their own country to the Communist bloc as
a whole—a bloc which now embraces over
one-third of mankind, For the longer pull,
Moscow hopes that Communist China will
become one of the world's great economic
powers. Already the addition to Communist
power provided by Eastern Europe and Com-
munist Asia is not negligible, and the Com=-
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munists intend it shall grow as the following
table shows (same units as above):

United
Btates,
Britain, Total Total
France, Commodity Soviet bloe | Boviet bloe
West 1956 actual!| 1960 goal 1
Germany
1955 actual
862.5 | Coal..cocunananas| 830 1,255
336 Petroleum. . 85 163
823 Electricity .. 240 425
160.2 | Bteel_ - ocoeauee 60 o

1 Research Institute estimates.

Soviet strategy against the West

The Communist leaders believe that the
phenomenal economic progress of the free
world, particularly the United States, is
nearing its end, and a major capitalist de-
pression is in the offing. Khrushchev ended
his analysis of the current state of world
capitallsm with the declaration that “cap-
italism is steadily moving towards new
economic and social upheavals,” If the diffi-
culties they hope for come, the Soviet Union
and its allies will know full well how to
take advantage of the economie, social, and
political disorganization they would produce.

It does not matter that Soviet hopes for a
full-scale depression are doomed to disap-
pointment—at least as far as the United
States is concerned. Several of the econo-
mies of Western Europe continue to show a
elower rate of economic progress; even more
significant is the fact that they are far
more vulnerable to the possibility of reces-
sion than is the United States. And Russia
is no longer betting blindly on the inevita-
bility of an economic collapse in the West.

Soviet leaders now regret Stalin's earlier
adventures—such as the Korean war—which

. forced the West to rearm, This rearmament,

they have now come to believe, is the main
reason why the depression has not come
about. In part, the Soviet campalgn for
disarmament now is motivated by the belief
that any substantial decline of Western arms
production could really mean & collapse of
Western economies; at the same time they
argue publicly that for them a decline in
arms would be helpful in freeing resources
for developing their economy.

The result of this caution is that Commu-
nist theorists have decided that world cap-
itallsm—meaning the United States and
Western Europe—has a fatal weakness aside
from the possibility of a full-scale depres-
sion. This is the United States and Western
dependence on imported raw materials from
Asia, Africa, and South America. A writer
in Pravda recently pointed out that well
over half of all the free world's reserves of
such vital resources as oil, iron ore, man-
ganese, chrome, tin, diamonds, cobalt, copper,
bauxite, uranium, lithium, graphite, natural
rubber, and other major raw materials is
to be found in the underdeveloped countries.
In the Communist view, any tactlc which
tends to cut the United States and Western
Europe off from these raw materials sources
strikes at the real foundations of Western
strength. Also, the narrower the raw ma-
terial base avallable to the Western World
the narrower the market for the West's man-
ufactured products and the more intenseé the
rivalries of western countries for the avail-
able sources and markets., It is from this
reasoning that the current, and so far effec-
tive, Communist propaganda and aid cam-
paign has proceeded in the underdeveloped
countries.

On the basis of all these factors, Com-
munist leaders now belleve that, by using
a varled serles of tactics, they can conguer
world capitalism without exposing them-
selves unduly to the risk of an all-out
nuclear war. With greatly expanded re-
sources at thelr disposal, the Communists
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now are ready to play for the long pull as
they have never done before, taking tempo-
rary disadvantages in stride if that be neces-
sary. Economic, psychological, and political
warfare—all closely coordinated—will be
stepped up. The objective will be to wreck
all western political and military alliances,
weaken or destroy political and economic
links among free nations, incite wars or near~
wars wherever possible, and create Commu-
nist or Communist-dominated governments
wherever possible.

The targets and pattern of this intensified
Communist onslaught on the sources of our
strategic raw materials throughout the world
are dramatically illustrated in the map
which you will find in the centerfold (pp. 8
and 7) of this report.

The new economic war

Economic weapons to be used against us
include:

Communist offers of greatly Iincreased
trade to countries which drop the embargo
on strategic exports to the Communist bloc,

Oiffers of Soviet aid In industrialization—
in the form of technicians, know-how, and
capital goods in return for domestic agricul-
tural and raw material surpluses, Available,
too, will be Communist loans on easy terms
with long repayment periods and interest at
2 percent or less, Atomic energy will spear-
head this aspect of the Soviet offensive. Re-
actors, uranium, and atomic know-how will
be offered to every underdeveloped country
that will play ball with Moscow. Egypt and
Yugoslavia have already accepted such offers.

No country is golng to get Soviet aid as
charity. Along with the technicians will
come the ready crew of agents, sples, and
propagandists. Every gift grant will be tied
to Soviet strategy. The difference is that
the strings on Soviet aid are unobtrusive
while the reasons for United States ald are
ventilated in the Halls of Congress, in the
columns of the press, and in the redtaped
chambers of bureaucracy. Moreover, we
often don’t get legitimate credit for our aid,
while local Communists in reciplent coun-
tries make sure that every incoming Soviet
brick sounds like a housing development.

Offers of stable markets in Communist
areas at prices guaranteed for long terms to
countries having particularly valuable raw
materials, This tactic will be particularly
attractive to underdeveloped countries now
enjoying the high prices of the present boom
period, but fearful of a possible bust around
the corner.

Where politically desirable, and taking the
other extreme, the Communists will be ready
to dump other key commodities at prices well
below comparable western levels. Cost of
production will be ignored in such dumping
where the political prize is important enough.

Disorganization of some international
markets which is likely to result from
American disposal of some agricultural sur-
pluses—cotton almost immediately—will be
used by the Communists to cement economic
bonds with countries hurt by the American
program. The Communist maneuvers with
respect to Egyptian cotton and Burmese rice
already illustrate these possibilities.

In all this, remember the great Communist
advantage: the state has a free hand in dis-
posing of its resources. Neither the neces-
sity of making a profit nor the domestic needs
of the people hamper the Kremlin's ability
to engage in freewheeling economic warfare.
In the past, the Soviet Union promised much,
delivered little. But now we can expect
fewer token deliveries, fewer empty promises.
Instead, there will be genuine offers of long-
term ald—with completion of delivery con-
tingent on the continuation of a favorable
attitude toward the Soviet Union, thus tying
long-term apron strings to the U. 8. 8. R.
Moscow puts such high priority on the po-
litical gains it expects to win from these
tactics, that it will make delivery even at
great cost. But Soviet resources are not
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limitless, and the magnitude of what the
Communists can do in this direction will
grow only as their domestic production in-
creases. Any sharp setback in their domes-
tic economies—such as a major crop faile
ure—would necessarily affect this campaign.
But for the time being the outlook is for an
indefinite and rapid expansion of this kind
of economic warfare—starting, to be sure,
from a very low present level of foreign trade
and assistance,

The new political war

At the 20th party congress, Khrushchev
acknowledged that: “there may be different
roads to socialism. Rather than all coun-
tries being bound by the Soviet pattern,
Moscow now calls for Communist united
fronts with all leftists, Soclalists, and the
like all over the world."

This is not a new line, as some suppose,
but the reactivation of one of Lenin's early
policies. It was also used effectively by the
Stalin regime during the “popular front”
period of the late 1930’s, For the most part,
however, under Stalin even the slightest devi-
ation from his line was denounced and
severely punished. Notably, the powerful
Socialist parties of Western Europe were de-
nounced as Fascists, agents of the capitalists,
etc., and where the Communists seized power
in Eastern Europe, Soclalists were among the
first victims murdered or imprisoned. The
result has been that this past decade the
Socialist parties of West Europe, except in
Italy, have been among the most important
anti-Communist bulwarks.

* Now Khrushchey has changed the line and

is woolng the Soclalists, inviting their lead-
ers to Moscow, and loudly asserting that the
important thing is the unity of all workers’
parties. The immediate chief target is
France, where the goal is the formation of a
Communist-Socialist government which
would take France out of NATO. But ulti-
mately the campaign could have repercus-
sions all over the world, from Japan to Eng-
land, the Soviets hope, with leftist Socialists
and Communists working together in far
stronger force than the Communists could
attain alone.

Some top Socialist leaders in Europe have
already indicated they will not allow the wool
to be pulled over their eyes. But there is
less understanding of the true nature of
communism among the leaders of the new
Asian countries, such as India, Burma, and
Indonesia, who are primarily socialistic in
their orlentation. Communist assurances
that how a nation becomes Socialist is unim-
portant can be & potent force in bringing
those countries closer to the Soviet Union.
Addressing the British workers, the Soviet
leaders take the position that past hostility
to the Laborites was Berla's crime, and say in
effect that Russia wants nothing more than
a Labor Britain,

It should be noted that on this issue, the
Soviet leaders have pretended to take a leaf
from Tito's book. Actually, the policy is
Lenin's but Khrushchev knows that coun-
tries like India prefer to think it's Tito's,
hence this expedient camouflage—made pos-
sible by the fact that Tito has been urging
such proposals for a year or more.

The new psychological war

The desegregation crisis in the Southern
States has given the world Communist move=-
ment a glant propaganda handle which it
has latched on to with its customary re-
sourcefulness. Every new tension between
Negroes and whites in the South is being
publicized among the majority of the world’s
people who are colored. Needless to say, the
extraordinary progress made by the Negro in
the United States over the last 90 years and
particularly in the most recent past, is vir-
tually unknown among the nations being
beset by Boviet propaganda. The result has
already been a greater and greater hostility
to the United States. To a lesser but still
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slgnificant extent the similar struggle in
South Africa is serving the Communist cause.
And because the United States is a major
buyer of South African uranium, diamonds,
and other minerals, this country will be
blamed more and more for not exerting eco-
nomic pressure against the rulers of South
Africa. The South African problem is a par-
ticularly potent propaganda weapon in India,
because Indian natives of South Africa are
among the victims of South Africa’s policies.

SOVIET PROBLEMS AND WEAKNESSES

The picture painted above 15 not an en-
couraging one, but it is offset to some extent
by the difficulties faced by the Communist
leaders.

1. Soviet agriculture is still very sick.
Ehrushchev has staked his prestige on being
able to just about double Soviet food produc=-
tion by 1960 through his virgin lands wheat
program, his corn-hog program and other
measures. Most of his program failed last
year, but an extraordinarily good harvest in
the Ukraine saved the day. He is now gam-
bling that weather in Siberla will permit his
virgin lands program to begin producing re-
sults this year. Another repetition of last
year's drought there, plus a poorer harvest in
the Ukraine, could shake even his position.
But there is no foreseeable danger of wide-
spread starvation. The Soviet Union has
enough bread; what its people want are more
meat and dairy products for a better quality
diet.

2. Ehrushchev’s ambitious industrializa-
tion program for the next 5 years, plus his
aid commitments to China, Eastern Europe,
and such countries as India, are likely to
strain the Soviet economy greatly. A tre-
mendous capital-construction program must
be carried out in the now unpopulated wastes
of Siberia to achieve the production goals.
Khrushchev is counting on major produc-
tivity gains, but he may soon find he can-
not do all the things his program calls for
and that he will have to cut back on some
elements of his economic plans. Tradition-
ally in such a situation the Communists have
cut down consumer goods and investment
in agriculture. But to do so again would
raise serious problems of popular morale as
well as throw more fuel on fires of domestic
inflation. The pledge to raise low wage
rates and low pensions will have to be ful-
filled soon and will add appreciably to the
gap between consumer demand and available
goods.

3. The entire system of wages and salaries
must be revised in order to raise work norms
and to increase the pressure on workers and
executives to do a good job. But any such
wholesale revision in the wage and salary
structure inevitably means stepping on many
toes. Kaganovich has already sald the
changes must be made slowly, a sure tip-
off of the Soviet leaders’ fears on the matter.

4. The Chinese Communists have recently
socialized thelr industry and trade and col-
lectivized their agriculture with a speed that
is without parallel, and so far with only rela-
tively minor resistance. But as the full
implications of this socialization are felt by
the people affected, resistance may rise
sharply. Pelping's demands on its people are
sharpening as industrialization and its capi-
tal requirements are speeded up. There
could be internal difficulties in China which
would cause Peiping to turn to Moscow for
more help—appeals that might well come at
a time when Moscow's Own resources are
strained. As the Chinese hear about Soviet
offers of assistance all over the world, some
of them at least must wonder why there
isn’t more generous aid for China.

5. One weakness, not to be discounted, is
the Kremlin's adherence to Communist
dogma. For instance, after the 20th party
congress, Khrushchev announced his inten-
tion of proceeding with the abolition of per-
sonal farm plots, even though these have
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proved to be much more productive per acre
than the collective farms.

Here, realism is being ditched for dogma,
a step which must be chalked up as a weak=
ness of the system.

THE CHALLENGES TO THE UNITED STATES

On balance, it's difficult to be encouraging
about the foreseeable future, even when the
weaknesses of the Communist world are taken
into account. However, the free world’s
great assets of wealth and freedom are still
as important as ever. If they have recently
been less effective than In the past, it is
because our policy has not used our assets
as ruthlessly, cleverly, and with the same
willingness to sacrifice as the Communists
have used theirs. To a large extent, the out-
come will depend on the kind of policy Wash-
ington and its allies formulate in response to
a whole range of sharpened challenges from
the Kremlin.

1. Who will win the educational race?
The Russians expect to overtake our eco-
nomic superiority by producing more engi-
neers, technicians, and scientists. This man-
power challenge is already near the point of
crisis. With a current shortage of engineers,
we find fewer high schools teaching mathe-
maties, physics, and so forth, so that fewer
graduates are eligible for scientific study in
the colleges. The viclous cycle finds fewer
teachers available because the qualified men
have found it more profitable to spend their
time in industry.

The Russians, on the other hand, are con-
centrating their state-controlled educational
system on producing technlcians, to the
neglect of other studles. The importance of
their lead is sometimes exaggerated. Too
many Russian technicians spend their time
at paper work, and thus largely waste their
training. Also, Russian technicians tend to
overspecialize, thus making themselves ob-
solete when retooling and conversion are re-
quired. Nevertheless, Russian gains In the
training of technicians make our own defi-
ciencles seem appalling. In the immediate
future, American businessmen will be asked
by Washington to reverse the tide by releas-
ing some of their best brains to Instruct a new
generation of scientists and techniclans.

2. Who will win the economic race? We
must resist the temptation to scoff at Rus-
sian hopes that their production will ever
outstrip ours. There are clear warnings,
both in the past and in the present:

The Russian hopes for a collapse of the
United States economy are doomed to be
disappointed. And yet, even a series of reces-
sions, slowing down our growth, could be an
invaluable aid to the Soviets during these
next 10 years. The extent to which Com-
munist plans have been realized in recent
years definitely means that they can count
on further sharp advances.

It may never become necessary for the Rus-
slans to fully match United States economic
strength. The moment of historic peril will
actually come much sooner: if and when
the Russian workers' standard of living can
be raised above that of the French and Ital-
ian working class. Our task really is to pre-
vent even that much of a narrowing of the
gap between the West and the Sovlets.

Historically, the main challenge may well
be whether or not we can continue to ex-
pand our own economy and those of our
Western allies, maintain the well-being of
business, provide new jobs for a growing
population, increase investments for new
industries and raise purchasing power to
absorb more consumer goods.

. 3. Foreign trade and investment. We are
already engaged in competition for trade ties
with other countries. Foreign aid give-
aways are not a sufficlent answer to this
challenge. Postwar gifts almed at emer-
gency stabilization did their job in prevent-
ing Communist capture of depressed and
disillusioned countries, But for the long
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haul, the pattern will have to be “trade not
ald.”

Here the challenge is who can offer the best
terms, who can absorb more of the products
that the underdeveloped countries want to
sell—the state economy of Russia or the free
economy of the West?

The Russians are free to use their maneu-
verability as a world weapon. Part of our
problem is that domestic investment may
well be more profitable and involve less risk
during the critical years than investment in
the wunderdeveloped areas. Look for in-
creased Washington action along the lines
of point 4 to meet the challenge of Russian
bids. Also expect some increased Govern-
ment regulation aimed at restraining Ameri-
can businessmen from competing with the
economic interests of countries we are woo-
ing, especially in the Middle East and Asia.
Current legal requirements like the Buy-
American Act and provisions for shipping
foreign-aid goods in American bottoms may
go by the board. In general, disparities be-
tween private business practices and the
policies of the State Department will come
in for a strong scrutiny—and this will be true
regardless of which political party is in

Wer.

4, Can Russia choke us off from vital raw
materials? Clearer recognition of this So-
viet policy (as pictured on the map in the
center fold of this report) will bring a
variety of responses from the United States.
More attention will be given to stockpiling
and to the development of substitute ma-
terials. But the main test will continue to
be whether Americans are sufficlently adept
at the international game to kKeep our life-
lines open in the face of a 5-fold pincer
action by the Russians:

Guerrilla warfare, as in the jungles of Ma-
laya, whose tin and rubber we need.

Bribery, with gold or guns, as in the Mid-
dle East where oil is the prize,

Support of nationalist aspirations, as in
North Africa, whose territory provides im-
portant military bases or impinges on com=-
merclal lanes for the West.

" Endorsement of territorial claims—for ex-
ample, to Kashmir and Goa, in the case of
India which is the source of most of our
manganese.

Political penetration through neutrallsm
or popular front governments—technigques
that have been cultivated in France, Italy,
Indonesia, Ceylon, etc.

" 5. The need for domestic unity. The Rus-
silans are not abandoning any of their old
weapons merely because they have devised
new ones. They will continue to use the
fifth column tactics of esplonage and infil-
tration into Government agencies, unions,
political parties, church groups, fraternal
organizations, etc. The popular front tactic
that proved so successful in the thirties
has been dusted off again. Inside the United
States, the Communists will seek every op-
portunity to enlarge and exploit new internal
tensions like those in the South over inte-
gration. Part of the new challenge is
whether or not our domestic disputes can
be resolved quickly and with a minimum of
violence.

6. Who will win the psychological war?
The Eremlin’s effort now is to identify Rus-
slans as blood-brothers of the Asians. They
are utilizing history effectively—identifying
the West with colonialism; reminding Asians
that Russla only recently emerged from the
status of an underdeveloped nation herself;
stressing the United States exclusion of im-
migration under the MecCarran Act, etec.
These are keyed to immediate pressures felt
by the Asians.

We have valld and persuasive answers,
And yet, we have labored under a real handi-
cap, and continue to do so. Washington’s
psychological warfare has emphasized ap-
peals that are valued in our culture—free-
dom, respect for the individual, self-govern-
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ment, competition. All of these have—or
will some day have—appeal. But we must
adapt to the fact that the ambitions and
needs of the people we are appealing to to-
day are more basic and urgent. They are
of necessity material. And, conditioned by
centuries of authoritarian regimes, most of
these underdeveloped nations cannot yet be
expected to respond to the ideological ap-
peal of Western democracies over the author-
itarian call of the Russians. Ignorance
abroad is & major Sovlet asset, which they
compound with their propaganda. As an il-
lustration, India's first public opinion poll
in West Bengal showed 31 percent thinking
the United States was “willfully preparing
for war"” and only 2 percent thinking the
Soviet was preparing.

7. Is time on the Kremlin's side? The
Russians have reason to believe that the
longer the current situation lasts, the more
tempted people in many countries will be to
accommodate themselves to a pattern that
favors the Soviet. This trend has already
started in Asia. Cambodia has broken her
ties with the United States on the assump=-
tion that Red China's star is ascending.
Great Britain has written off Formosa on the
assumption that Chiang Kal-shek can't win.
Even Pakistan, which the United States has
helped at the price of increased Indian hos-
tility, is interested in deals with Russia.
Trade paves the way to political accommoda~-
tion. Unless we can counter this trend, the
danger is that our allies will drift into neu-
tralism, and the neutrals will drift into a
pro-Soviet orientation.

Washington and the free world are not
without resources to oppose these challenges
successfully. We're still far out front as an
economic power; we have no designs on the
well-being of other nations; we do not seek
to impose our ideology on Asians,

These assets have not yet been brought to
bear effectively in the war of resistance to
Communist domination. Internal political
considerations, party and regional interests,
particular industry needs, have so far pre-
vented a consistent national policy. Whether
we can close ranks and intensify our resist-
ance on & more organized basis is the funda=-
mental challenge of our time, it is now clear.

8. Can the United States take the lead?
The basls for a potentially powerful counter-
offensive is sketched out in Bertram D.
Wolfe’s Six Keys to the Soviet System, pub-
lished this month. Wolfe points out that
we, not the Communists, are today the advo-
cates of agrarian reform. We, not they, are
the advocates of a genuine peace, with dis-
armament under full safeguards and con-
trols. We, not they, are the champions of
the rights and freedom of the worker—iree~
dom to move, to change jobs, to organize, to
assemble, to elect and control his own offi-
cials, to strike. It is we, not they, who sup-
port the most powerful loyalty in the modern
world-—nationalism—and who are the advo-
cates of self-determination. “In short,” says
Wolfe, “the main weapons that the Bolshe-
viks thought they could use in the early
days against the rest of the world—national-
ism, labor rights, agrarian reform, abolition
of poverty, an economy of abundance, anti-
imperialism—are now in our hands.”

It is up to us to use them.

LEASING OF INDIAN LANDS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
last year Congress in its wisdom passed
legislation allowing the Indian tribes of
my State and other States to engage in
25-year leases. After nearly a year the
regulations governing the issuing of
these leases have been formulated by the
Interior Department and tomorrow will
appear in the Federal Register, and
shortly thereafter will be available to all
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people who are interested. This step
opens a broad new vista for the Indian,
whose lands formerly have been re-
stricted to his own use—a use which in
many cases could not be utilized by the
Indian. Now when the land is leased to
another Indian or to a white man it will
produce revenue for the tribal fund.
Congress, in its constant efforts to make
better the lives of our Indian brothers,
can well feel proud of this accomplish-
ment, and I know that as the years roll
by and the lease moneys roll into the
coffers of the Indian funds, the Indians,
too, will thank us for our action of last
year.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp at this point an
article published in the Arizona Republic
of Sunday, April 15, 1956.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TWENTY-FIVE-YEAR LEases Pur INDIANS IN
Sror To B FOR CAPITAL—MILLIONS Pos-
SIBLE IN STATE

(By Gig Eneeland)

Vast free-enterprise developments on the
Nation's 53 million acres of Indian lands are
forecast as the result of new leasing regula-
tions just announced by the Federal Govern=
ment.

Agricultural and recreational improye-
ments in Arizona alone could amount to
many millions of dollars, it is believed.

Frederick M. Haverland, director of the
Phoenix area Indian Office which supervises
all reservations in Arizona, Utah, and Nevada
except the Navaho, said first development
under the long-term leasing law might be
on the Colorado River Reservation mnear
Parker.

Haverland's office Is the Government’s di-
recting agency for some 8,700,000 acres of
reservation lands in this State.

The huge Navaho Reservation, mostly in
Arizona, but including parts of New Mexico
and Utah, is under jurisdiction of the Gal-
lup, N. Mex., area office.

The new leasing regulations, which put
into effect an act of Congress approved last
August, provide that some Indian lands
may be leased for up to 25 years, with pro-
vision for a 25-year renewal.

The lease term-limit had been 5 years.

In all cases, approval of the tribal govern-
ments is required.

Under the new regulations, the long-term
leases are available for business, recreational,
and agricultural development.

Haverland said this could result in plac-
ing some 60,000 acres of river-bottom land
under cultivation in the Colorado River
Indian Reservation near Parker.

He also sald it could mean the construc-
tion of lodges, boat landings, and other rec-
reational facilities along the river, with the
Indians getting the benefit of this long-
range development.

Haverland sald also that it could mean
construction of feeder pens, and other de-
velopments on this State's reservation lands.

The Fort Apache Reservation, with head-
quarters at Whiteriver, already has developed
some of its recreational areas as a tribal en-
terprise. The new regulations will permit
the tribe to offer the long-term leases to
non-Indians.

It also makes possible venture money in
construction of motels and lodges on the
San Carlos Apache Reservation.

Secretary of Interior Douglas McKay, in
announcing the new regulations, said that
the former G-year limitation on leases had
retarded development of the reservation
areas.
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“For many years,” he sald, “there has been
little or no interest in leasing Indian lands
for business, recreational, or other purposes
that involved substantial investmrents which
could be amortized only over a comparatively
long period.

“As a result many Indian land owners
have been deprived of valuable rental in-
come from properties that are well situated
for long-term leasing."”

Duration of nonagricultural leases will be
determined in each case by the money in-
vested and the requirements for amortiza-
tion, but agricultural leases are for 10 years
except in special cases where the Interior
Department may approve those up to 25
years,

THE VICIOUS PHYSICAL ATTACK ON
VICTOR RIESEL

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
courageous man lies in a hospital in New
York, not knowing this day whether to-
morrow will bring darkness or light.
Pain is his reward for courage. But
courage has many rewards, and while the
moment of pain and doubt may be his
medallion of bravery, the gratitude and
admiration of millions of people will be
his permanent recognition. I refer to
Victor Riesel, whose fearless attempts to
call to the attention of the public the
racketeering practices of certain labor
unions resulted in his being subjected to
an attack with acid.

Mr. President, this attack represents a
challenge to the new labor merger. Will
this style of reprisal be allowed to go un-
challenged and to continue within the
framework of the unions, or will the
leaders of that movement pay heed to
the dangers which are incident to such
attacks?

The American people have been
awakened by this event. They rightfully
ask the leaders of labor to place a check
on the irresponsibility that allowed this
attack to happen.

If the union leaders are not diligent in
their duties in this respect, it can but
bring disfavor on their other efforts. I
am hopeful that investigation will bring
to light those responsibile for the attack
on Mr. Riesel.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the Recorp
at this point in my remarks several news-
paper editorials concerning the attack
on Mr. Riesel, and several articles which
have been written by Mr. Riesel’s staff,
in carrying on the courageous work he
started.

There being no objection, the editor-
ials and articles were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the New York Dally News]
GET THIS Rat

The cowardly acld-throwing attack early
yesterday morning on labor columnist Victor
Riesel occurred about 2 hours after he had
broadcast a radio discussion of labor rack-
eteering on Long Island.

Riesel also has been working with United
States Attorney Paul W. Willlams in his
probe into rackets in varlous industries.

These circumstances of course do not prove
that the acid-throwing was procured or in-

spired by some labor leader(s) who didn't
like what Riesel was dishing.

The circumstances of the attack do indi-
cate that it will be to the wvital public-re-
lations interest of every labor leader here-
about to cooperate to the hilt with the po-
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lice, the FBI, the Manhattan and Federal
prosecutors, and every other law-enforce-
ment agency concerned in tracking down the
gullty thug—and whoever sent him.

[From the New York Times]
STREET ATTACK

The cowardly and viclous acid-throwing
attack yesterday on Victor Riesel a well-
known commentator on labor affairs, should
bring the complacent citizens of this metrop-
olis up with a start. An outrage like this,
perpetrated on the street in the very heart
of the city, is gangsterism that cannot and
will not be tolerated.

The thug who sidled up to Mr. Riesel and
doused his face with a chemical that may
cost him his sight was committing an as-
sault not only on a law-abiding citizen but
also on the free press of this city and on
free labor as well. We do not know what
the actual motive was for this barbaric act;
but it will certainly be widely interpreted
as reprisal both for what Mr. Riesel has sald
and written about racketeering in certain
labor unions and for whatever assistance he
gave or was about to give to the United States
attorney in the current grand jury investi-
gation into labor rackets. A broadcast he
had made just prior to the attack dealt with
racketeering in & mnotorious Long Island
building construction union.

The search for the criminal who made the
attack and for the person Or persons who
were behind him must be pursued with tire-
less diligence by the law enforcement agen-
cles concerned, It must also have the whole-
hearted support of every honest labor union
official; for in the last analysis the greatest
damage done by an incident like this is to
the good name of labor and to the cause of
decent unionism,

—_—

[From the New York Herald Tribune of
April 8, 1956) :

OUTRAGE BY THE UNDERWORLD

The dastardly attack on Victor Riesel was
a horrible thing. A civilized community
com| overwhelmingly of decent, law-
ablding citizens has been outraged. For
what has happened here? Mr. Riesel, a
newspaper columnist with a distinguished
record of fighting croocks and criminals in
the labor movement, was the victim of a
bottle of acid flung in his face. He had just
participated in a radio program which dealt
forthrightly with the Union of Operating
Engineers, the outfit that has been directed
by such time-serving extortionists as Joey
Fay and Bill DeKoning, 8r. He had been
cooperating with the Federal investigation
of racketeering in the garment, trucking and
food industries.

It is barely possible, of course, that the
acid assault which may well leave Mr. Riesel
blind for life had nothing to do with such
matters. But we don't believe it. United
Btates Attorney Paul W. Willlams says this
was “an out-and-out threat and a black
effort to intimidate witnesses.” It is, then,
a parallel to the recent unsuccessful at-
tempt to exterminate Louls Saperstein, the
key figure in a big union welfare-fund racket
who was giving District Attorney Frank S.
Hogan valuable assistance. In short, this
is the voice of the underworld serving notice
that the racket octopus does not wish to be
disturbed in its profitable and parasitical
attentions to trade unionism.

As every newspaper reader must be aware,
the local air has been thick with charges
and counter-charges, court actions, prose-
cutors’ warnings and investigations, all
having to do with the central subject of
power politics and a considerable degree of
criminal infringement on the integrity of
organized labor. One way or another there
must be & housecleaning—from without or
within, or both. The waterfront has long
been & prime example of criminal infesta-
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tion, and now, as District Attorney Hogan
has already pointed out, the underworld is
making a determined effort to seize control
of the Joint Council of Teamsters and there-
by take the trucking industry as a hunting
ground for tribute to the rackets.

The Riesel outrage, as we see it, states the
challenge to law and order in the most
direct terms. Mr. Riesel has the sympathy
of everyone; the perpetrator of this shocking
crime must be brought to justice. But, even
more important, this deed is a challenge to
all New York which demands to be acted
upon with all possible force of legal and
moral indignation. ILet it be wunderstood
that this community will not tolerate rule
by racketeers.

INsmE LABOR
(By Victor Riesel)

(Eprror's NoTe.—This column 1s being
written by Victor Riesel's staff after a dra-
matic bedslde conference almost immediate-
ly after the injured columnist recovered
from heavy sedation administered to ease the
pain of the acid burns on his face and eyes.)

Victor Riesel, face scarred by acid burns,
eyes puffed and painful, awoke from a merci-
ful drugged sleep only an hour ago. His
first coherent conversation was with his two
staff members who have been at his bedside
from the moment they were first notified of
the sneak attack which may cost Riesel his
sight.

The measure of this brave newspaperman
is in the words he first spoke. “How are Bill
Wilkens and Pete Batallas (the two leaders
of the reform group fighting against labor
czar Bill DeEoning of the Operating Engil-
neers Union)—are they O. K.? Did anything
happen to them? Tell them to take care.”

His first thought, in his first moment of
rational consclousness, was for the safety of
these two working Joes whose fight for de-
cency he supported so brilliantly in his col-
umns for the past year.

His next words were the measure of a
newsman's newsman. “Don’t stop the col-
umn now. We’'ll discuss it each day when
I'm awake. Then you two write it. Don't
stop it and don’t use guest columns, I can't
see now, but I can still talk.” §

Typed or dictated, the exposures of cor-
ruption and indecency will go on. Previous
columns by Riesel have been called in by
several law enforcement agencles. They are
being read carefully to see what Riesel may
have written to provoke the acid attack.
For there is general agreement now that his
hard-hitting exposés were coming too close
to home for comfort for certain elements.

At least three law enforcement agencies
have called for all of the columns written by
Victor Riesel In the last year. Their experts
are poring over the many exposures con-
tained in them—paying particular attention
to situations and names pinpointed in the
past 6 months.

A spokesman for one of these law groups
told Riesel’s staff that “We are pretty much
convinced that the attack had to stem from
something relatively recent that the col-
umn exposed.” This same officlal pointed
out that if the assault related to something
written longer back it would have happened
sooner. In addition to the columns, the
texts of Riesel's recent broadcasts, in which
he swung heavily at racketeering, in general,
and racketeering inside labor, in particular,
were also under close scrutiny for possible
clues.

There is no question in the minds either
of Riesel's staff members or the many law
enforcement officials to whom * they have
spoken that the brutal attack is linked to
some phase of labor racketeering laid bare
by Riesel. Most of these officials have also
ruled out speculation that the attack was
the work of some *“crank” or “amateur”
working on his own.
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They point out that Riesel and his escorts
were carefully followed from the scene of
the broadcast to the site of the actual at-
tack. His car was carefully noted. The as-
sallant was spotted at the precise point where
the car was parked. And the acld tosser
had been briefed to recognize Riesel on sight,

The preparation of the acid was a profes-
slonal job, too. Most amateurs use lye or
some lye solution. More often than not they
toss it from the original can. This solution
was highly concentrated sulfuric acid care-
fully carried in a special jar with a wide,
open mouth. That the acid was tossed di-
rectly into Riesel's eyes in a practiced up-
ward motion is also the mark of the “pro,”
they added.

Many of the columns under close scrutiny
discuss mob activities with national rami-
fications. Others deal with lush underworld
operations centered primarily in the New
York area. All involve men with long police
records or with associates who are known
criminals.

Nor are the law agencies overlooking some
of the hard-hitting columns that exposed
recent Communist directives to its cadres
across the country. Or the exposures of
the cooperation between pro-Soviet agents
and underworld representatives on the New
York waterfront.

One Federal official told Riesel's staff that
everyone found to be involved in any way
with the activities exposed by Riesel or
connected with persons involved will be
carefully investigated and/or questioned.
Bpecial attention will be paid to “alibis” for
the time of the attack on Riesel.

Among the columns under scrutiny, this
official indicated, are those dealing with
the garment and trucking rackets, water-
front and narcotics rackets, Communist ac-
tivities, CP-mob tieups, perishable food
industry extortion, sale of charters, sale of
members of one union hood to another for
a fee and terrorization of small-business men
whose employees are primarily Puerto Rican.

Somewhere in these fighting columns,
they belleve, lles the significant clue to
those behind the attack on Riesel. Who
are they? Only time, wide publicity, and
effective police work will tell.

Insme Lasor
(By Victor Riesel)

(Eprtor's Nore.—This column was writ-
ten by Victor Riesel's stafl after a bedside
conference with the stricken columnist in
St. Clare's Hospital.)

Bkilled investigators busily checking re-
cent columns by Victor Riesel in a search for
leads to the assailant who hurled sulfuric
acid into his face admitted to his staff Sun-
day that “we were amazed at his courage in
tackling some of the situations he uncovered
and appalled at the number of persons or
groups who might have real desire to put
him out of business.”

One prober added that they were con-
vinced that the attack, aside from attempt-
ing to halt Rlesel's exposures, was almed at
g0 horrifying and terrifying potential wit-
nesses before the newly empaneled grand
Juries digging into rackets, that the prose-
cutors would be unable to win convictions
and might not even be able to get enough
evidence for indictments.

A veteran law officer told Riesel's staff
that “a beating might have scared off a few.
A shooting might have scared some. But
the effect of such attacks would have worn
off before too long and some witnesses would
still come forth. But the horror of acid in
the eyes has such a permanent frightening
effect that the probes may collapse.”

In a column that appeared just three days
before the attack, Riesel had pinpointed the
nature of extortion devices in many fields,
including the garment industry. He men-
tioned one of the devices used when an
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employer balked at payoffs was to sprinkle
valuable shipments of clothes with acid.
Grimly enough the acid throwers in the
garment field speclalized In the use of sul-
furic acid, the same kind used in the
attempt to blind Riesel.

The day after that column appeared there
was widespread reaction among the men
deep in garment center crime circles. ' An
intimate of an ex-con, described as the com-
mon denominator in a score of rackets, was
overheard cursing Riesel.

He is quoted as heatedly shouting to a
group around him, “Did you see what
that Riesel is trying to do to the
garment center?”

But the easy-money boys in the garment
and trucking fields are not the only ones
who had cause to hate and fear Riesel.

Only last week, for the first time anywhere,
Riesel exposed the shakedown techniques of
racket unions in New York which concentrate
on small businesses in the New York City
and Long Island areas. Riesel disclosed:

“The biggest shot in the arm to smaller
hoods has been the influx of non-English-
speaking Puerto Ricans into big eastern
cities, These poor workers rarely know what
1s happening because of language difficulties
and because they're understandably fright-
ened of the new land and its processes.

“They are literally bought and sold.

“The boss is forced by local unions, many
of them phony, to pay dues and initiation
fees for the Puerto Ricans. This money is
taken out of their wages. No meetings are
called. No union really exists. The boys
pocket most of the money just because they
happen to own a charter.”

A rundown of at least 10 of such racket
unions described by Riesel reveals that many
of their officlals have long police records
for crimes ranging from larceny to assault
to bookmaking to narcotics raps to attempted
murder. Many of them are punks who got
their sleazy start in the older gangs that
infested the food and garment industries and
specialized, among other things, in hurling
acid on dresses, meats, and other commodi-
ties if not persons.

With the stakes that high, with the prin-
cipals involved born and steeped in the
crudest techniques of violence, many anti-
crime experts have told Riesel's staff that
they believe the fiendish attack on him might
well have originated in this area. Especially
since the boys, emboldened by the size of
the take in this area, were discussing seri-
ously the establishment of branch offices
with their comrades in crime in other large
cities with heavy populations of non-English-
speaking workers.

Why the concentration on Riesel’s col-
umns? Obviously because the authorities
are convinced the attack stems from the
mobs. Proof of this is seen in the fact that
Manhattan’s District Attorney Hogan as-
signed the case to his rackets bureau in-
stead of one of the other departments in
his office.

INSIDE LABOR
(By Victor Riesel)

(EpiTor’'s NorE—This column 1is being
written by Victor Riesel's staff after a con-
ference at his bedside in St. Clare’s Hospital.)

We have just left Vic Riesel's bedside. He
is in excellent spirits., He joked with us. He
had a million ideas about the column, His
outlook and his courage are tremendous.

But we're glad he had the patches over his
eyes, for we'd rather he couldn't see us sitting
there next to him with tears streaming down
our cheeks.

We cried at the bravery he Is displaying.
We cried because he was concerned about
our morale and was cheering us up.

And we cried, for, even as he talked, we
sat hypnotized by the horrible acid burns
that cover his face—the face which, under
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normal eircumstances at this time of the
day, he'd be stroking with his electric razor.
For Vic Riesel is always on the go and in-
variably he races for the office in the morning
without stopping to shave. .

And each day, just about the time we sat
with him, he plugs in his battered razor and
gives himself the “once-over” while we kick
around the column for the day.

Vic's face is a mass of ugly burns and red
welts. His forehead is covered. Both sides
of his face are burned. His lips are seared
and talking is tough for him. Even the side
of his nose and the inner parts of his nostrils
are etched with the acid splashed across his
face.

Even yet he 1s In pain. We know that.
But some casual observer would never guess
it, for not a word of complaint passes his
lips.

Vie is still very concerned about the safety
of Pete Batallas and Bill Wilkens, the leaders
of the fight against Willilam DeKoning, Jr.,
of the Operating Engineers Union. He urged
us to make sure that they and their families
are protected.

‘What he didn't know—and we didn't tell
him for fear it would upset him too much—
was that these two ex-GI's, now in Chicago
for the wunion's convention, were again
threatened on Monday and warned to “stay
away from Riesel and the other papers, if
you want to leave town alive.”

Another threat warned them to “pack your
bags and get out of town quick, You had a
family when you left home. Get out of here
fast if you want one when you get back.”

If we had told him of these latest threats
agalnst these two brave boys we would not
have been able to restrain him from at least
getting on the phone to contact the authori-
ties and demand immediate action.

For, sick as he is, uncertain as his future
sight is at the moment, Vic is full of fight:

In less than 10 minutes of talk he out-
lined a series of columns he thought we
ought to do in the week ahead. He was able
to toss at us, with amazing accuracy, the
essence of a raft of memos we had compiled
about the situations he wanted us to handle
in the columns,

We've been with him a long time but even
we were Just amazed at his vitality in the
face of pain and his eagnerness to get back
into the swing of things again—to pick up
where he left off before the sneak attack
on him.

We hesitated to ask him how he felt. We
were frankly afraid to raise the delicate
gquestion of whether he was in pain. Charac-

‘teristically, he solved the problem for us.

He began to tell us how it felt.

“When this punk first threw the acld on
me,” he said, "I thought he had tossed a
glass of water at me. There was no imme-
diate sensation except wetness. It took per-
haps 2 or 3 minutes for me to realize, when
the stinging sensations began that it might
have been acid.

“Even then the full horror of it didn't
quite sink in for perhaps another minute or
two. And then it hit me like a ton of
bricks. I guess I conked out although I was
conscious. I knew what was happening
around me. I heard myself talking and
knew I was talking but if you ask me now
what I said, I couldn’t tell you for sure. They
tell me I made certain statements. Maybe
s0. But I don't remember them. I was in
a numbed shock. , All I could think of was
my eyes.

“I think I called out Evelyn's name (his
wife) and the kids' names. I'm not sure.
Idoknow that I was thinking to myself ‘what
will happen to them if I do go blind?' and
then everything is a real blur until early
Friday morning.

“Now I lie here and thank Cod that at

“least so far I can see faces and recognize

them. Maybe that means I'll keep my sight.
I don't know. I like to think so. I'd be kid-
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ding you and myself if I said that the pros-
pect doesn’'t frighten me. But whether I
see fully again—or at all—I'll go back to
the column, and if they think they had
cause to blind me before now, they'll have
a dozen more reasons to kill me when I
get back to the column.”

When he finished, we left—still crying.
This much we knew—Inside Labor always
covered the biggest labor storles of the day.
And we're dolng just that now, for the
biggest labor story of the day is that brave
little guy, racked with pain on his hospital
bed—Vic Riesel.

ANNOUNCEMENT

The Hall Syndicate and the New York
Mirror are offering a $10,000 reward for in-
formation leading to the arrest and convie-
tion of the acid throwing assailant who
attacked labor columnist Victor Riesel early
this morning (April 5).

The announcement was made by Charles
B. McCabe, publisher of the Mirror, and
Robert M. Hall, president of the Hall Syn-
dicate, which distributes Riesel’s column.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Secretary will call the roll
The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll. 5
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

DESIGNATION OF LOCK AND DAM
NO. 17 ON THE BLACK WARRIOR
RIVER, ALA., AS THE JOHN HOLLIS
BANKHEAD LOCK AND DAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask that the unfinished business
be temporarily laid aside, and that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1749, Senate bill 2424.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERE., A bill (S. 2424)
to provide that lock and dam No. 17
on the Black Warrior River, Ala., shall
hereafter be known and designated as
the John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, the purpose of this bill is to desig-
nate lock and dam No. 17 on the Black
Warrior River, Alabama, as the John
Hollis Bankhead lock and dam, in honor
of our late beloved colleague, Senator
Bankhead.

The site of lock and dam No. 17 is on
the Black Warrior River 379 miles up-
stream from Mobile, Ala. It was author-
ized in 1907, and opened to traffic in
1915. The lock has a double lift, the
total lift being 72 feet.

It is fitting and proper that this lock
and dam bear the name of John Hollis
Bankhead lock and dam in honor of the
great statesman from Alabama who so
ably served his State and the Nation in
thesUnit-ed States Senate from 1931 to
1946.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to amendment.
If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, in honor of the
late Senator John Hollis Bankhead, and in
recognition of his outstanding service in
securing the improvement of the Black War-
rior River, Ala., lock and dam No. 17 on
such river shall héreafter be known and
designated as the John Hollis Bankhead
lock and dam, and shall be dedicated to his
memory as a monument to his distinguished
public service. Any law, regulation, docu-
ment, or record of the United States in which
such lock and dam is designated or referred
to as lock and dam No. 17 shall be held and
considered to refer to such lock and dam
under and by the name of the John Hollis
Bankhead lock and dam.

TOLLS ON THE MANETTE ERIDGE
IN BREMERTON, WASH.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1750, Senate bill 2712,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The Cuier CLERK. A bill (S. 2712) to
authorize the charging of tolls for tran-
sit over the Manette Bridge in Bremer-
ton, Wash.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Public Works with an amendment on
page 2, line 20, after the word “the”, to
strike out “Manette Bridge” and insert
“bridges”, so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete,, That, notwithstanding
any provision to the contrary contained in
the act entitled “An act granting the con-
gent of Congress to W. E. Buell, of Seattle,
Wash., to construct a bridge across Port
Washington Narrows within the city of Brem-
erton in the State of Washington,” approved
June 14, 1928 (44 Stat. 744), authority is
hereby granted to the Washington Toll
Bridge Authority as an agency of the State
of Washington to fix and charge tolls over
the bridge constructed pursuant to such act
(hereinafter referred to as the “Manette
Bridge”).

Sec. 2. The rates of the tolls authorized
by the first section of this act shall be so
adjusted that the amounts collected from
the tolls on the Manette Bridge together
with the amounts collected from the tolls
imposed on not more than one additional
bridge hereafter to be constructed by such
Authority adjacent to the Manette Bridge
and across Port Washington Narrows from
within the city of Bremerton, Wash., will
provide (a) a fund sufficient to pay the cost
of the maintenance and operation of both
such bridges, and (b) a sinking fund suffi-
cient to amortize the cost of reconstructing
and improving the Manette Bridge and of
constructing such additional bridge and the
approaches thereto, including interest and
financing costs, within a period of not more
than 30 years after the date such recon=
struction, or construction and improvement
is commenced, whichever first occurs. After
there has been collected from such tolls an
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amount sufficlent to provide such funds, the
bridges shall be maintained and operated
free of tolls.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to have printed in the
REecorp immediately preceding the pas=-
sage of the bill the statement of purpose
of the proposed legislation.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

The purpose of 8. 2712 is to authorize the
Washington Toll Bridge Authority, as an
agency of the State of Washington, to fix
and charge tolls on the existing Manette
Bridge across Port Washington Narrows at
Bremerton, Wash., notwithstanding any pro-
vision to the contrary contained in the act
of June 14, 1926 (44 Stat. 744). Tolls would
be collected on the Manette Bridge, and not
more than one additional bridge hereafter
to be constructed by such authority adja-
cent to the Manette Bridge, to provide a
Tund sufficient to pay the cost of the main-
tenance and operation of both such bridges,
and provide a sinking fund sufficient to amor=
tize the cost of reconstructing and improv-
ing the Manette Bridge and of constructing
such additional bridge and the approaches
thereto, including interest and financing
costs, within a period of not more than 20
years after such reconstruction or construc-
tion and improvement is commenced. After
amortization, both bridges would be main-
tained and operated free of tolls,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the: bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed:
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

RECONSTRUCTION, ETC., OF MIS~
SISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE AT OR
NEAR ROCK ISLAND, ILL.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1751, Senate bill 2091.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2091) au-
thorizing reconstruction, enlargement,
and extension of a bridge across the Mis-
sissippi River at or near Rock Island,
Il

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Public Works with amendments on page
2, line 15, after the word “bridge”, to in-
sert a colon and “Provided, That such
approaches shall include only those nec-
essary portions of streets, avenues, and
boulevards which are directly connected
with the bridge, or which are located im-
mediately adjacent thereto, and whose
principal use is to provide access to the
bridge”; and on page 3, at the begin-
ning of line 17, to insert “free of tolls”,
so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete.,, That the first section
of the act entitled “An act authorizing the
city of Rock Island, Ill., or its assigns, to con-
struct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge
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across the Mississippl River at or near Rock
Island, Ill., and to a place at or near the city
of Davenport, Iowa,” approved March 18,
1938, is amended by inserting “(a)” immnve-
diately after “That” and by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

“(b) The city of Rock Island, Ill., or any
State or political subdivision thereof which
may have acquired the bridge constructed
pursuant to the subsection (a) of this sec=
tion, is hereby authorized, subject to the
prior approval of the plans by the Chief
of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army,
to reconstruct and enlarge such bridge and
to reconstruct, enlarge, and extend the ap-
proaches to such bridge, including, but not
limiting the generality of the foregoing, the
altering, widening, laying out, opening, or
constructing of any streets, avenues, or
boulevards within or without any munici-
pality deemed necessary by said city, or any
State, public agency, or political subdivision
that may take over or acquire sald bridge
in order to provide adequate traffic regula-
tions and approach or approaches to the said
bridge: Provided, That such approaches shall
include only those necessary portlons of
streets, avenues, and boulevards which are
directly connected with the bridge, or which
are located immediately adjacent thereto,
and whose principal use is to provide access
to the bridge.”

Sec. 2. Section 2 of such act of March 18,
1938, is amended by inserting *(including re-
constructing, enlarging, and extending such
bridge and its approaches)" after “and its
approaches.”

Sec. 3. Section 4 of such act of March 18,
1938, 15 amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 4. In fixing the rates of toll to be
charged for the use of such bridge the same
shall be so adjusted as to provide a fund

- sufficlent to pay for the reasonable cost of
maintaining, repairing, and operating the
bridge and its approaches (including the
reasonable cost of reconstructing, enlarging,
and extending such bridge and its ap-
proaches) under economical management,
and to provide a sinking fund sufficient to
amortize the cost of such bridge and its ap-
proaches, including reasonable interest and
financing cost, as soon as possible, under
reasonable charges, but within a period of
not to exceed 30 years from the completion
of the reconstruction, enlargement, and ex-
tension of such bridge and its approaches
as provided in subsection (b) of the first
section of this act. After a sin fund
sufficient for such amortization shall have
been so provided, such bridge shall there-
after be maintained and operated free of
" tolls in accordance with such arrangement
as may be agreed upon by the city of Rock
Island, IIl.,, or its assigns, and the State
highway departments or other appropriate
agencies of the States of Iowa and Illinois,
An accurate record of the cost of the bridge
and its approaches; the expenditures for
maintaining, repairing, and operating the
same; the expenditures for reconstructing,
enlarging, and extending the same; and all of
the dally tolls collected shall be avallable
for the information of all persons inter-
ested.”

The amendments were agreed to.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
“dent, I ask unanimous consent to have

printed in the REecorp at this point a
statement of the purpose of the bill.

There being no objection, the state=-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

The purpose of 5. 2091 is to amend the act
approved March 18, 1938 (52 Stat. 110),
which authorized the city of Rock Island,
Ill., to construct, maintain, and operate a
toll bridge across the Mississippl River at or
near Rock Island, by authorizing the recon-
struction, enlargement, and extension of said
bridge and its approaches, including the al-

" pore.
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tering, widening, laying out opening, or
construction of streets to provide adequate
approaches to the bridge; to provide for ad-

. Justment or tolls to cover the cost of such

reconstruction work within a perlod of not
to exceed 30 years from the date of its com-
pletion; and upon amortization of the pro-
posed improvements to maintain and oper-
ate the bridge free of tolls.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE BETWEEN
FORT LEAVENWORTH MILITARY
RESERVATION IN EKANSAS AND
PLATTE COUNTY, MO.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1752, Senate bill 2092,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The Cuier CrLErRx. A bill (8. 2092)
transferring to the jurisdiction of the
Department of the Army the bridge
across the Missouri River between the
Fort Leavenworth Military Reservation
in Kansas, and Platte County, Mo.,

-and authorizing its removal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Public Works with amendments on page
2, line 6, after the word “bridge”, to
strike out “if and when” and insert “as’;
and in line 9, after the word “the”,
where it appears the second time, to
insert “Government-owned”, so as to
make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete,, That the Attorney Gen-
eral i1s hereby authorized and directed to
transfer back to the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of the Army the bridge across the
Missourl River at Fort Leavenworth, Eans.,
connecting the military reservation with the
lands belonging to the Department of Justice
in Platte County, Mo.

SEec. 2. The provisions in the Second De-
ficiency Act of 1924 (43 Stat. 687) requiring
that said bridge shall be open to use by the
public under such rules and regulations as
may be prescribed by the Attorney General is
hereby repealed.

Segc. 3. The Department of the Army is
authorized to remove the sald bridge as it
constitutes an unreasonable obstruction to
navigation and such appropriation is hereby
authorized as may be necessary for its re-
moval and the relocation of the Government-
owned utilities now carried by said bridge
serving the lands belonging to the Depart-
ment of Justice in Platte County, Mo.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point a
statement of the purpose of the bill,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcCORD, as follows:

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the
Attorney General of the United States to
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transfer back to the Department of the Army
Jurisdiction over the existing bridge across
the Missourl River at Fort Leavenworth,
Eans., which connects the military reserva-
tion with lands of the Department of Justice;
repeal a proviso of the Second Deficiency Act
of 1924 (43 Stat. 687), requiring the bridge

‘to be open to public use; and to authorize

the Secretary of the Army to remove sald
bridge and relocate Government-owned
utilities now carried by the bridge, including
authorization of appropriation of necessary
funds for such work.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The hill is open to further amend-
ment. If there be no amendment to be
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

REVISIONS IN THE GENERAL AU-
THORIZATION FOR SMALL FLOOD
CONTROL PROJECTS IN FLOOD
CONTROL ACT OF 1948

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1753, Senate bill 3272.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The Caier CLERK. A bill (S. 3272) to
inerease and make certain revisions in
the general authorizations for small
flood control projects in the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1948.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

LIr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point a
statement of the purpose of the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to allot not to exceed
#15 million in any 1 fiscal year for construc-
tion of flood-control projects not specifically
authorized by law, when in the opinion of
the Chief of Engineers such work s war-
ranted. Such allotment would be subject to
the following conditions: (1) That not more
than $500,000 shall be allotted to a single
project durlng any one fiscal year, (2) that
the provisions of local cooperation of section
8 of the 1936 Flood Control Act, as amended,
shall apply, (3) that State and local concur-
rence shall be obtained for each project prior
to commencing construction, and (4) that
the work shall be complete in itself and shall
not commit the United States to additional
improvements. The Secretary would be re-
quired to report to the Senate and House
Committees on Public Works on any project

costing over $150,000, 30 days before starting
construction.

Mr., BUSH, Mr, President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr, BUSH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at this point in the
REcorp there be inserted the testimony
of General Fleming, New England Chief,
Corps of Engineers, United States Army,
because of its educational value in con-
nection with the bill.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have no objection to the Senator’'s
request, and I appreciate his observation.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Senator BusH. General, I think rather
than run through this, we should submit
this to the Chief of Engineers’ office, Gen-
eral Itschner, and let them supply this in-
formation. This has to be carefully worked
out. He can supply the answers to this list
of gquestions when he comes down next
Thursday. Wouldn't that save time?

General FrLeming. I think so.

Senator BusH. General, I have no ques-
tions to ask you. You are of course familiar
with the situation up there, much more so
than anybody I could think of. So if you
would care to express yourself in your own
way as to your views on this measure, you
may do so.

General Freming. I would like to start off,
Senator, by saying that I am here solely to
discuss the specific problem as concerns New
England. Representatives of the Chief of
Engineers, my superiors, General Itschner
and others, will testify as far as the Chief
of Engineers is concerned on the national
aspects of this proposed bill. So my com-
ments will be entirely on the situation as
involves my area in New England.

My comments also, as I make them, wiil
be colored by the fact as I see the problem
in New England. I plead guilty to the fact
that I do not know what the situation is in
the rest of the country. But unfortunately,
however, I am overly familiar with the flood
situation and the particular critical problem
which faces the New England States at this
particular time. Therefore as I give my story
I probably cannot but help be colored a little

bit by. my intimacy with. that particular.

problem.

I think we have a situation in New England
which, when the flood control legislation was
passed by the Congress, throughout the years,
was never contemplated. On public works
projects the procedure imposed by Congress
has included a very thorough engineering
analysis which, in addition to figuring out
the feasible thing from an engineering stand-
point, also went into hydrological factors,
economic factors, and things like that, in
attempt to forecast what might happen.
You needed that forecast in order to design
protective works.

The situation we now have in New Eng-
land is that nature has done most of that
preliminary work for us. The floods in
August were about 3 to 315 or 4 times the
previous maximum floods of record. There
are scars in the valleys of New England now,
particularly in the Farmington River in
Connecticut, the Naugatuck River in Con=-
necticut, the Blackstone, which flows
through Massachusetts and Rhode Island,
the Thames River Basin which originates in
Massachusetts and flows into Connecticut,
and in certain tributaries of the Connecticut
River in Massachusetts, largely the Westfield
and Chicopee, there are scars which the
floodwaters have carved on the landscape.
We have there visible and ready to read the
engineering factors which could be obtained
only after very laborious computations in the
past.

The Congress has rightfully prescribed a
procedure for public works projects, whereby
a survey report is directed, a report is
rendered to the committee which authorizes
us to make the report, through the Bureau of
the Budget and then i1s considered by the
committee and finally authorized by both
Houses of Congress, I think in my own
opinion that that administrative detail and
routine was prescribed by the Congress to
insure that no hasty, ill-advised work was
done. In order to have that insurance it
imposed a time delay, in the process of get-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ting a project written up In acceptable form
and then the time necessary to have it con=-
eldered by the entire Congress. The point I
am trying to make is that nature in New
England in this last flood has actually shown
us in many cases what should be done.

I think that we are now up against a sltu-
ation where we are fighting time. As a result
of the work under Public Law 875, and I
received very liberal instructions in inter-
preting that law, we have done on various
streams in New England work which in nor-
mal times we would have done under a per=-
manent flood-control project. These were
such things as channel clearance and actually
increasing capacities at various places where
bridges had gone out. We couldn't leave the
wrecked bridge and rubble in, so we widened
the channel and improved the hydraulic
characteristics. In doing that we have taken
the material that we have excavated out of
the streams and piled it at the nearest place
we could. We have piled it along the stream
banks in what are actually embryo dikes.
They are a start toward permanent dikes.
We did this very hurriedly. We were not able
to make detailed analyses of the soll me=
chanics of the earth we put into those dikes.
We weren't always able, even under the most
liberal interpretation of Public Law 875, to
convert those things into permanent works.
The result is that now in several of the com=
munities in New England, we have these
embryo dikes which have not been faced on
the outside with riprap or stone. In many
cases they aren't tied back into high ground
because of the existence of a road at a dif-
ferent grade from the top of the dike. We
had no authority to change any elevations in
roads, nor do we have any authority if the
road has to stay in the same place, to con=-
struct a permanent stop log structure which
could be used as a block through that gap.
. A typleal project, typical situation, which
we have right now is, for example, the city
of Torrington, Conn. Even after the expe=
dited program of authorized flood-control
projects is constructed, Torrington will still
be vulnerable because it is upstream from the
only presently authorized project on the
Naugatuck River. Torrington now has these
dikes, embryo dikes—I would like to em-
phasize that—it has had certain channels
cleared and widened, it has had bends en-
larged where bridges formerly constricted
the stream, and various things of that sort.
If we have a recurrence in Torrington, not of
the high water of last August, but of, say,
water which would approximate the flows of
the previous flood of record of 1948 in the
Naugatuck Valley, or the storm which we had
in October following the August storm which
was almost 30 percent greater than the pre-
vious flood of record, we would lose a large
part of the temporary work which has al-
ready been done because it does not have the
strength built into it to withstand ordinary
high water.

The States are participating in this pro=
gram, or are prepared to participate in it.
The State of Massachusetts has an appro-
priation, I believe, of 56 million for flood-
control work, and you might say, drainage
work inside of communities affected by the
last flood, which they are going to use to
expand any efforts the Federal Government
makes. Connecticut has already made avail-
able, with a smaller problem due only to the
smaller size of Connecticut compared to Mas=
sachusetts, the sum of $1 million.

Rhode Island has appropriated similar
sums. I don't know exactly how much it
now has available, for State participation in
this. The city of Torrington, if I may go
back to use that illustration, has already
bonded itself to the tune of about $450,000
just so it can buy properties, buy rights-of-
way and things like that, to give us the
right to go In and make these temporary ime
provements.

I don't think anywhere in New England is
there a lack of local participation, There
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is right now a delay being encountered be=
cause the local authorities in the three States
affected by the floods don't know what the
Federal Government is going to do. Due to
the time lag in getting a project through the
study phase and through the authorization
phase, it will be some time before we can
tell them what the Federal Government is
planning to do.

Senator BusH. Is it not true that the ac-
tion that this bill would permit are among
the uncertain factors, too?

General Freminc. Yes, sir.

Senator BusH. Incidentally, and paren=
thetical to your remarks, have you any esti-
mate as to how much of the $15 million
annually authorized under S. 3272 might be
needed in New England immediately?

General FLEmiNG. Yes, sir. We figure that,
assuming the bill passes, assuming the ap-
propriation is made, we estimate—this may
be a liberal estimate again because I am
optimistic In this thing—we estimate that
there would be about eight projects in the
category that we could complete in fiscal year
1957.

In other words, between the first of July
of this year and June 30 of 1957, there are
about 8 of these projects: which would cost
somewhere - around the neighborhood of
$3.2 million. : 3

Senator BusH, An average of about £400,=
000 per project?

General FLEming. Yes, sir,

Senator BusH, Go ahead, I didn't want
to break your train of thought.

General FLeMiNGg. With the States having
the money appropriated and available, they
are up against the situation of not knowing
what the Federal Government will do in the
future.

Under the present procedure, which ime-
poses thils time of authorization, it is going
to be some time, frankly, in my opinion,
before we can tell them what authorized
projects there are going to be. I think
that they are vulnerable. The States are
desperately anxious to get started, We have
done some work which, with every day that
passes, will bring us closer to the next high-
water period. With every day that passes
that work 1s going to be vulnerable and we
are apt to lose it for the lack of some addi-
tional measures which we weren't able to
do under Public Law B75.

The procedure, of course, sir, imposed by
the Congress, now has under section 212 of
the flood control law the authority for the
Chief of Engineers to authorize—not to au-
thorize projects, but Congress delegated to
him the power to approve projects where the
total cost is about $150,000 and the money
can be spent in 1 fiscal year. I believe that
last year about $800,000 was appropriated
for that for the country as a whole.

Senator BUsH. There is a limit there.

General FLEMING, There is a limit of
$150,000 for each project.

Senator BUsH, And there Is an overall
limit?

General FLEMING. There 1s an overall
limit. It is the appropriations which they
make each year. Last year it was in the
neighborhood of $B800,000.

The problem in New England, sir, is this:
The projects we have, the work we did under
Public Law 785, in various communities is
so extensive that where I said there were 8
that could be done—averaging about $400,-
000, depending on the limit Congress puts
on it—if the lmit were held at $150,000
there are probably only 3 that could be done.
Unless, which Congress wouldn't permit, we
could pyramid one on top of the other,
That would be a subterfuge and I don’t be=
lieve it should be done.

Senator BuUsH., So you are faced with a
real limitation, then, unless something is
done right away in the way of legislation to
permit you to go ahead.

General FLEMING. Yes, sir. I think there
is a very great potential danger of losing a




6482

lot of work which has already been done.
These nine places that I am talking about
are locations where flood threat would not
‘be decreased by the construction of any now
authorized flood-control work, because they
are located upstream from reservoirs.

Senator BusH, Is it possible for you to give
us the names of the nine locations that you
do have in mind? Have you them in mind
so you can give them for the record now?

General FLEMING. Yes, sir. I would like
to submit that for the record later.

Senator BusH. We will be glad to have
that.
- General FLEMING. T can glve you 2 or 4
1llustrations now. Torrington, Conn. is ob=-
viously one situation. New Hartford, Conn.,
and another is the extension of the presently
authorized project through Woonsocket,
R. I. There iz one up around the town of
Palmer in Massachusetts.

(The information referred to is as fol-
lows:)

“The nine locations previously referred to
are as follows: Naugatuck, Conn.; Seymour,
Conn.; Derby, Conn.; Union City, Conn.;

‘West Branch, Naugatuck River, Conn.; East .

Branch, Naugatuck River, Conn.; Torrington,
Conn.; New Hartford, Conn.; and Ware, Mass.

Senator BusH. Wouldn't a lot of work go=-
ing on in the Naugatuck River, below Water-
bury, where those temporary dikes are just
thrown up, would they be eligible for work
under this bill?

General FLEMING. I would hope that they
would be, sir.

Senator BusH. Permanent work?

General FLEMING, Yes, sir. Because the
Thomaston Dam in the Naugatuck Valley
controls roughly about 31 percent of the
basin. If we had had—leaving the August
flood out of consideration and just talking
about the October flood in the Naugatuck
Valley—even had Thomaston Reservoir been

- operating in the October flood, there still
would have been some very serlous damage
in the towns of Naugatuck and Ansonia.

We have thrown up these temporary dikes
in those two communities. Additional pro-
tection is going to be required in Ansonia
and Naugatuck in addition to the protection
of Thomaston Reservoir.

For example, I have the figures here. At
the city of Naugatuck in October the flow,
assuming the Thomaston Dam had been
bullt, would have been 22,500 second-feet.
It actually reached about 35,000 second-feet.
S0 the effect of Thomaston, downriver as
far as Naugatuck, really knocks off about
one-third of October flood. The previous
flood at Naugatuck was 28,500 second-feet in
1948. The point I make is that even with
the recurrence of the October flood, and
Thomaston Reservoir having been bulilt,
Naugatuck would still get almost as much
water as it got in the previous flood or record
in 1848. So I think at Naugatuck and An-
sonia both, additional protection will even-
tually be required. Some work has already
been done at both of those places under
Public Law 875 which could be converted
into a permanent improvement.

Senator BusH. That is what I had in mind.

General, is that all that you have to ob=-
serve this morning?

General FLEMING. Yes, sir.
any questions that you have.

Senator BusH. The committee thanks you
for coming down here to testify. As I have
sald many times before, New England cer-
tainly owes you a very great debt of grati-
tude for your constant and faithful interest
in our problems during the past year. We
don't know sometimes what we would have
done without you.

General FLEmine, Thank you, sir.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement
which I have prepared with reference
to Senate bill 3272 be printed in the
REcorp at this point.

I will answer
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECoRD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KUCHEL

The bill 8. 8272, providing general author-
ization for small flood-control projects, will
plug a serious hole in the system of admin-
istrative and legislative dikes by which the
Congress and the Federal Government have
attempted to protect the people of the
United States, their land, homes, livestock,
transportation, and utility systems, and
other possesslons against the rampages of
nature.

I am happy to join as cosponsor of this
measure because tragic happenings in my
own State of California, in New England, in
the Middle Atlantic region, and other sec-
tions of the country have demonstrated
an urgent need for a law which will make
it possible in building flood-prevention
works to keep pace with the growth of our
Nation and the development of various areas
where in past years heavy rains and snow-
melt could run harmlessly to the sea without
endangering life and property.

All of us on this committee are gravely
concerned about the importance of pressing
forward as rapidly as finances, manpower,
and planning allow with the comprehensive
system of flood-control projects which have
been authorized at previous sessions of Con-
gress. We also are thoroughly aware that
the presently authorized works will not ex-
tend protection to all communities and sec-
tions which are entitled to the benefits of
such projects. At the same time, we realize
that the amount of imagination and fore-
sight will enable elther Congress or the ad-
ministrative agencies of the Government,
particularly the Army Corps of Engineers,
to anticipate conditions which may make
additional projects both desirable and eco-
-nomically feasible.

During recent history, it has been cus-
tomary for Congress every few years to hold
long hearings and draft a bulky omnibus
bill authorizing a number of projects which
it is intended will be built over a perlod of
following years. Those projects are approved
on the strength of evidence about the threat
of danger to different areas measured by a
yardstick of possible loss in terms of life
and dollars which Is applied against the
estimated cost of protective works.

The writing and enactment of such a bill
is laborious and a time-consuming process.
Inevitably many proposed projects are left
on the shelf because time did not permit
consideration of the need and the merit.

The omnibus bills, such as those of 19386,
1944, 1946, 1950, and 1954, were designed to
provide protection against conditions as they
existed at those particular times. They did
not—because they could not—take into con-
sideration the possible expansion of citles
in stream valleys, the development of farms
in lands made possible of cultivation by irri-
gation and reclamation projects, the con-
struction of new highways and relocation
of old ones over more direct routes, and the
vagaries of weather which every so often
ecems to be following a pattern different
than in the past.

The capital investments which the Con-
gress In the past 20 years has authorized—
which exceed $3,600 million not including
the vast lower Mississippli program—have
pald big dividends and justified the expen-
diture. Yet, the growth and development
of our Nation has proceeded faster than it
is possible for Congress to authorize, and
the Federal Government to obtaln money
with which to build, additional projects that
are sorely needed.

- The reason why legislation such as S, 3272
15 warranted can be illustrated by references
to conditions in my own State of California.
The ambitious flood-control program for Los
Angeles County has had to be modified and
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revised repeatedly because of the way popu-
lation has jumped and suburban areas have
come into being. The completion of the
great Central Valley project has opened up
vast acreages which formerly could not be
cultivated because of insufficient or unstable
water supplies. As people have spread into
the foothills of the mountains of southern
California and onto the lands in the Central
Valley they have occupled tracts of land
which are susceptible to flooding whenever
extraordinary rains and thaws occur. In
many instances the threat to these more re-
cently settled places comes from small
streams and isolated canyons which are not
parts of any major river systems or in a
recognized drainage basin.

If the Army engineers in the past have had
the authority to plan, engineer, and build
projects of the sort contemplated in 8. 3272
very probably there already would be in
exlstence a number of small projects—dikes,
retarding dams, and debris basins—which
would safeguard these newly created resi-
dential communities and lately developed
farming areas against just such unforeseen
and uncontrollable natural catastrophes as
occurred in California during the past
winter.

This bill is sound. It would give flexibility
to the continuing effort to protect the people
of our Nation against floods. The discre-
tionary authority we provide to construct
without the necessity of getting specific au-
thorization projects costing not over §500,-
000, and which are complete entities in
themselves will enable the Army engineers to
initiate works as new demands arise.

Any chances that this power would be mis-
used to launch work which might lead to
continuing expenditures and that the bill
would provide a foot-in-the-door approach
toward big commitments to make future ap-
propriations are offset by the limitations that
projects costing between $150,000 and $500,-
000 must be reviewed and approved by the
Public Works Committees of Congress and
by the ceiling of $15 million on the outlay
in any fiscal year. The requirements of local
participation, involving substantial contri-
butions by the people who would benefit,
insure that no boondoggles could be under-
taken.

During the past 3 years major floods have
occurred in 18 different States. In a number
of the affected areas no flood-control proj-
ects ever were authorized, presumably be-
cause the possible threat was not considered
grave enough to warrant including authori-
zation in one of the omnibus bills that have
been enacted in the past two decades or the
proposed projects were deemed too small for
serious consideration. Experience has shown,
however, that those affected areas cannot be
ignored, and when disaster strikes once it
easily can hit again, The Army engineers
under our legislation could swing into action
to provide future protection against a repeti-
tion of heavy damage in such sections of
our Nation.

This legislation would be a loglcal supple-
ment to present statutes and in all prob-
ability a moneysaving step in the long run.
Congress has authorized the Army engineers,
the Federal Civil Defense Administration,
and other agencles to engage in emergency
rescue and rehabilitation work, and it has
provided Federal credit through the Small
Business Administration for rebuilding
homes and farms and businesses. It seems
only good sense to give the Army engineers
this kind of discretionary power to build
small projects which could avert disasters
and thus minimize the need for spending
Federal funds to fight floods and get people
back on their feet.

This legislation would apply the time-
tested principle that an ounce of prevention
is worth a pound of cure,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore. The bill is open to amendment,
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If there be no amendment to be proposed,
the gquestion is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 3272) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 205 of the
Flood Control Act of 1948 is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 205. (a) The Secretary of the Army
1s hereby authorized to allot, from any appro-
priations heretofore or hereafter made for
flood control, not to exceed $15 million for
any 1 fiscal year for the construction of
flood control projects not specifically author-
ized by law when, in the opinion of the Chief
of Engineers, such work is warranted, sub-
Ject to the following conditions:

*(1) Not more than $500,000 shall be al-
loted for this purpose for any single project
for expenditure during any 1 fiscal year;

*“{2) The provisions of local cooperation
specified In section 3 of the Flood Control
Act of June 22, 1936, as amended, shall apply;

*(3) Concurrence shall be obtained from
the affected State or political subdivision, or
both, prior to the commencement of con-
struction of each proposed project; and

“(4) The work shall be complete in itself
and shall not commit the United States to
any additional improvement to Insure its
successful operation except as may result
from the normal procedure applying to proj-
ects authorized after submission of pre-
liminary examination and survey reports.

“{b) (1) Before work is initiated under
this section on any flood control project or
other flood protective measure which the
Becretary of the Army estimates will cost in
excess of $150,000 for any 1 fiscal year, he
shall submit to the Committee on Public
Works of the Senate and the Committee on
Public Works of the House of Representatives
a report outlining the proposed plan of pro-
tection together with an analysis of the justi-
fication therefor. The report shall be deliv-
ered to both committees on the same day and
while each House is in session. No work shall
be initiated on any project or other measure
with respect to which such a report is made
until the expiration of the first period of 30
calendar days of continuous session of the
Congress, following the date on which the
report Is transmitted to the committees.

**(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

*{A) continulty of session shall be consid-
ered as broken only by an adjournment of
the Congress sine die: but

“(B) in the computation of the 30-day
period there shall be excluded the days on
which either House is not in session because
of an adjournment of more than 3 days to
a day certain.”

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL
HOUSING ACT

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent thaft the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1777, Senate bill 2854.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The CrHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2854) to
amend the National Housing Act, as
amended. :

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Banking and Currency with an amend-
ment after line 5, to strike out:

Sec. 2. Section 217 of sald act, as amended,
1s hereby amended by striking out *$4,000,-
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000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof "$4,-
060,000,000."

So as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That section 203 (h) of
the National Housing Act, as amended, is
hereby amended by striking out “$7,000” and
inserting in lieu thereof “$12,000."

Mr. EKNOWLAND, Mr. President, I
should like to have a brief explanation
of the bill before it is acted upon.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, this bill would amend section 203
(h) of the National Housing Act, as
amended, which authorizes the FHA to
insure a mortgage for an individual
whose home, regardless of whether he
owned or rented, was damaged or de-
stroyed by disaster. Under present law,
the FHA can insure such a mortgage up
to 100 percent of the appraised value of
the property and up to $7,000. This bill
would increase the dollar limit from
$7,000 to $12,000.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Presidenf, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I should
like to say that the floods of last year
show that $7.000 was completely un-
realistic. There is no objection to the
figure of $12,000.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further
amendment. If there be no amendment
to be proposed, the question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

AUTHORITY TO STOCEKPILE TEM-
PORARY HOUSING FOR DISASTER
RELIEF

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1778, Senate bill 2855.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title
for the information of the Senate.

The CuIerF CLERK. A bill (S, 2855) to
provide authority to stockpile temporary
housing for disaster relief, and for other
purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. 1Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Banking and Currency with an amend-
ment to strike out all after the enact-
ing clause and insert: s

That the Public Housing Commissioner is
hereby authorized to enter into contracts on
a standby or emergency basis, without re-
gard to the provisions of section 3709 of the
Revised Statutes, for emergency production
and delivery of housing and equipment in
the event of a major disaster as defilned in
section 2 (a) of the act of September 30,
1950 (64 Stat. 1109), as amended. Such
housing and equipment may be made avail-
able to local public agencles, the American
Red Cross, or other nonprofit relief organi-
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zations, without charge, to provide shelter
for victims of any such disaster. The Com-
missioner is also authorized and directed to
prepare procedures for emergency mobiliza-
tion of local services and property to pro-
vide emergency shelter including the prepa-
ration of sites for emergency dwellings.
Sec. 2. Nothwithstanding the provisions
of any other law except provisions enacted
hereafter which refer specifically to this act,
the Commissioner is authorized to use for
the purposes of this act not to exceed
$56 million of funds made available by sec-
tion 20 of the United States Housing Act of
1037, as amended. All receipts of the Pub-
lic Housing Administration under this act
and any reimbursements to the Adminis-
tration pursuant to the provisions of the act
of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 1109), as
amended, shall be applied to repayment of
the note or notes of the Public Housing Ad-
ministration executed and delivered in con-
nection with funds obtained pursuant to
sald sectlon 20, and the Secretary of the
Treasury shall credit as a payment upon
such note or notes an amount equal to the
amount certified by the Commissioner as
having been expended under this act and
which the Administration has not repaid
out of such receipts or reimbursements.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, is there
any estimate of the cost involved? Does
the bill contemplate assembling housing,
tents—or what?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, my understanding is that it au-
thorizes not to exceed $5 million.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement of the purpose of
the bill be printed in the REcorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

This bill, as amended, (1) provides au=
thority for the Commissioner of the Public
Housing Administration to enter into con-
tracts on a standby or emergency basis for
emergency production and delivery of hous-
ing and equipment into a location declared
by the President to be a major disaster area,
and (2) authorizes the Commissioner to use
$5 million of funds which he can borrow
from the Treasury under section 20 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (which
makes loan funds available for low-rent pub-
lic housing) with which to purchase the
emergency housing and equipment.

Annually, in one form or another, the
Nation is subjected to the violent forces of
nature which cause millions of dollars of
damage to property and untold misery, ex-
posure, and death to many of the Nation's
families. During 19556 alone, the United
States suffered two of the worst flood disas-
ters recorded in our history. From time to
time the Congress, taking into considera-
tion the needs of the victims of these dis-
asters, Immediately following the devasta-
tion, has enacted legislation to provide funds
and other assistance for these victims.

In numerous instances, however, the as-
slstance provided does not reach the victim
at the time the need is the greatest. This
is especlally true of housing. Existing law
authorizes the various Federal housing agen-
cies to provide temporary or emergency hous-
ing in disaster areas. However, the diffi-
culties of locating and preparing sites and
locating, moving, and erecting housing in
the disaster areas are very time consuming.

The bill, as amended, is designed to pro-
vide a flexible plan under which housing can
be made available to disaster victims as
early as possible after the need occurs. The
agency contemplates that under the author-
ity granted by this bill, contracts could be
entered into on a standby or emergency basis
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for emergency production and delivery of
approximately 2,000 movable housing units,
consisting of 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom trailers,
which would be avallable for occupancy in
the disaster area within a minimum period
of time after the President declares the area
to be a disaster area.

The bill authorizes the Commissioner of
the Public Housing Administration fo use
up to $6 million of funds now available for
the low-rent public housing program. The
Public Housing Administration would be re-
quired to repay the Treasury from receipts
under the bill, if any, and reimbursements
received pursuant to the provisions of the
disaster assistance act (Public Law 875, 81st
Cong., approved September 30, 1950). The
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to
forgive the difference between such receipts
and reimbursements, and the amount ex-
pended by the Public Housing Administra-
tion for the purpose of this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to further
amendment. If there be no amendment
to be proposed, the question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the Commissioner
of Public Housing to enter into contracts
on a standby or emergency basis for
housing to provide shelter for disaster
victims, and for other purposes.”

RENT-FREE ACCOMMODATIONS IN
LOW-RENT HOUSING PROJECTS
FOR DISASTER VICTIMS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1779, Senate bill 2859.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2859) to
provide rent-free accommodations in
low.rent housing projects for disaster
victims.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the consid-
eration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Banking and Currency with an amend-
ment to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That title IT of the act of June 28, 1940 (54
Stat. 676), as amended, is hereby amended
by striking the last sentence of section 204
thereof and substituting the following there-
for: “During the period when the President
determines that in any locality there is an
acute need for housing to assure the avall-
ability of dwellings for persons engaged in
national defense activities or for victims of
a major disaster (as defined in sec. 2 (a)
of the act of September 30, 1850 (64 Stat.
1109), as amended), dwellings in a low-rent
project developed, assisted, or operated in
said locality pursuant to the United States
Housing Act of 1837, as amended, which are
devoted to the purposes of providing housing
for such persons or victims shall not be sub-
Ject to any of the eligibility or preference
provisions of the United States Housing Act
of 1937, as amended, and during such period
such projects shall be deemed projects of a
low-rent character for the purpose of any
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of the applicable provisions of the sald act:
Provided, That the Authority shall not re-
quire any public housing agency to obtain
any advance guaranty of rent or determina-
tion as to the rent-paying abllity of a disaster
victim as a condition of admission to such a
project.”

Sec. 2. The Commissioner of the Public
Housing Administration is authorized, not-
withstanding the provisions of any other
law, to contract with public housing agencies
for advance payment or reimbursement for
the furnishing of housing to victims of a
major disaster as defined in section 2 (a) of
the act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat 1109),
as amended, including the furnishing of
such housing free of charge to needy disaster
victims during the period covered by the
determination of the President under sec-
tion 204 of the act of June 28, 1940 (b4
Stat. 676).

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law except provisions enacted
hereafter which refer specifically to this act,
the Commissioner is authorized to use for
the purpose of this act not to exceed $500,000
of funds made available by section 20 of the
United States Housing Act of 1837, as amend-
ed. Any reimbursements to the Public Hous-
ing Administration pursuant to the provi-
sions of the act of September 30, 1850 (64
Stat. 1109), as amended, shall be applied to
repayment of the note or notes of the Admin-
istration executed and delivered in connec-
tion with funds obtained pursuant to the
sald section 20, and the Secretary of the
Treasury shall credit as a payment upon such
note or notes an amount equal to the amount
certified by the Commissioner as having heen
expended under this act and which the Ad-
ministration has not repaid out of such re-
imbursements.

The amendment was agreed to,

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp at this point a
statement with reference to the bill.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

This bill amends title IT of the act of June
28, 1940 (54 Stat. 676), as amended, to per=-
mit victims of a major disaster, as declared
by the President, as well as persons engaged
in national-defense activities, to be consid-
ered for accommodations in low-rent public
housing projects without respect to (a) any
of the eligibility or preference provisions of
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended, and (b) any advance guaranty of
rent or determination as to the rent-paying
ability of a disaster victim as a condition of
admission to such project.

The bill further authorizes the Public
Housing Administration to enter into con=-
tracts with local agencies for advance pay-
ment or reimbursement for low-rent housing
furnished to disaster victims. An expendi-
ture not to exceed $500,000 from funds made
available to the agency for low-rent public
housing is authorized for this purpose. Such
housing may be furnished rent-free to dis-
aster victims during the disaster period as
determined by the President.

Under the present eligibility or preference
provisions of the United States Housing Act
of 1937, disaster victims may be precluded
from obtaining shelter in low-rent housing
projects, even though vacancies may exist
in such projects. This bill suspends the eligi-
bility or preference provisions of that act in
order that low-rent housing projects may
be occupied by disaster victims.

In addition, a disaster victim would be
permitted to occupy a low-rent housing unit
without any advance guaranty of rent or
determination as to his rent-paying ability
as a condition of admission to such project.
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The bill would also permit the Federal Gov-
ernment to bear the expense of the emer-
gency shelter furnished to needy victims of
disaster in such low-rent housing projects.
To meet the expense of providing rent-free
accommodations, the Commissioner of PHA
is authorized to use up to $500,000 of the
funds now available for the low-rent public
housing program. The Public Housing Ad-
ministrator would be required to repay the
Treasury from receipts under the bill, if any,
and reimbursements received pursuant to
the provisions of the disaster assistance act
(Public Law 875, 8lst Cong., approved Sep-
tember 30, 19560). The Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized to forgive the dif-
ference between such receipts and reim-
bursements, and the amount expended by
PHA for the purpose of this bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill is open to amendment.
If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

SUSPENSION OF CERTAIN LAWS
RELATIVE TO COUNSEL EM-
PLOYED BY SPECIAL COMMITTEE
OF THE SENATE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1754, Senate Joint Reso=
lution 160.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The joint resolution will be stated
by title for the information of the
Senate.

The Cyier CLERK. A joint resolution
(8. J. Res. 160) to suspend the appli-
cation of certain laws of the United
States with respect to counsel employed
by the special committee of the Senate
established by Senate Resolution 219,
84th Congress.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the con-
sideration of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to ask the chairman
of the committee, the Senafor from
Arkansas, to make a brief explanation
of the bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, un-
der Senate Resolution 219 a special com-~
mittee was created by this body to in-
vestigate lobbying, campaign conftribu-
tions, and other related activities. The
committee, appointed under that resolu-
tion, will expire on January 31 next; and
in undertaking to select a chief counsel
for the committee, one who is competent
to fill that responsibility, we were con-
fronted with the problem of the conflict
of interest statute which would prohibit
the attorney who accepted this employ-
ment from handling any matters against
the Federal Government within 2 years
after his employment.

The purpose of the joint resolution is to
provide for the temporary employment
of counsel. This assignment will be tem-
porary. . This is not a position which will
be permanent; it is not a position in
which one would seek permanent em-
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ployment. Because the position will be
temporary, in order to obtain the quality
of counsel which the committee thinks it
should have to meet its heavy responsi=-
bilities, the committee is asking that,
with reference to the appointment of the
chief counsel of the special committee,
the conflict of interest statute be sus-
pended.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
pore. The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the joint reso-
lution.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 160)
was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

Resolved, ete., That service or employment
of the person first duly appointed as counsel
for the special committee of the Senate es-
tablished by Senate Resolution 219, 84th
Congress, 2d session, agreed to February 22,
1956, shall not constitute service or employ=
ment subjecting such person to the provi-
sions of section 281, 283, or 284 of title 18,
United States Code, or to the provisions of
any other law of the United States imposing
restrictions, requirements, or penalties in re-
lation to the employment of persons, the per-
formance of service, or the payment or re=
celpt of compensation in connection with any
claim, proceding, or matter involving the
United States.

PROCUREMENT OF MEDICAL AND
DENTAL OFFICERS OF THE ARMY,
NAVY, AIR FORCE, AND PUBLIC
HEALTH SERVICE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 1776, H. R. 9428.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The CHier CLERK. A bill (H. R. 9428)
to provide for the procurement of medi-
cal and dental officers of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Public Health Service, and
for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Isthere objection to the consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Armed Services with amendments.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the bill
undertakes to deal with one of the most
serious problems affecting the armed
services of the country today. The pur-
pose of the bill, known as the Medical and
Dental Officer Career Incentive Act, is to
reverse the alarming rate of losses among
career medical and dental officers of the
Armed Forces, and to attempt to induce
a greater number of these officers to vol-
unteer for a military career.

The question might be raised—and it
is one which is worthy of consideration—
why medical and dental officers should be
singled out of all the various categories
of officers in the armed services for
substantially increased ecompensation.
There is a very simple answer to the
question. We have called to the colors
approximately 3 million young Ameri-
cans. Every Member of Congress has a
direct responsibility to make certain that
they and their dependents are afforded
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medical care; and such a measure as
this is absolutely necessary in order to
meet the problem of securing adequate
medical and dental aid for the men in the
armed services and their dependents.

It so happens that the medieal and
dental officers, more than any other mil-
itary group, are affected by conditions
in the ecivilian medical and dental econ=
omy. This country does not have mili-
tary medical schools. For their source
of graduates in medicine and dentistry,
therefore, the military services are de-
pendent on the limited output of our
civilian medical schools. Moreover, the
practice of medicine and dentistry is
basically no different in military life
than it is in civilian life, with the result
that it is no great problem for a medical
officer to resign and make the transition
to civilian practice.

The increased pay for career officers
under the bill, which ranges from about
$50 to $200 a month, attempts to make
the military compensation more com-
petitive with that of civilian doctors
and dentists of similar experience, and
thereby to attract the minimum number
of officers needed for the career medical
and dental corps of the armed services.

In the past 2 fiscal years, the military
services have lost about 25 percent of
their regular medical personnel, the
number being about 1,000 medical offi-
cers. Of this number, 808 resigned from
the service, and the remainder were
lost because of death or retirement.
During the period while we were losing
808 medical officers, only 350 new offi-
cers were taken into the regular corps;
and experience indicates that a large
portion of this number will resign their
commissions after completing their obli-
gated service.

In the Army during the past 2 fiscal
years, of those eligible to resign, the
following percentages of career medical
officers have resigned: 75 percent of the
captains, 66 percent of the majors, 24
percent of the lieutenant colonels, and
even 2 percent of the colonels.

Senators are familiar with the neces-
sity which drove Congress to enact a
draft bill for medical officers. Since the
enactment of that bill in 1950, the De-
partment of Defense has depended on
the doctor-draft legislation for two-
thirds of its medical officers. Of about
10,000 medical officers on duty in the
Department of Defense at present, only
about 3,300 are career personnel. The
pool of older physicians not otherwise
liable under the regular Draft Act will
be substantially exhausted by the time
the doctor draft act expires on July 1,
1957. We are, therefore, driven to the
enactment of legislation of this nature
in order to increase the size of the ca-
reer medical corps.

The Department of Defense has ex-
pressed the hope that as a result of the
incentives provided in the bill, the size
of the Medical Corps will be increased
from one-third to two-thirds of the
total requirement. It is certainly note-
worthy that if an additional 3,000 career
officers could be procured on a career
basis as a result of the bill, the Depart-
ment of Defense could avoid the draft-
ing of 12,000 doctors over the next years.
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The Department of Defense has con-
ducted an extensive study to determine
the reasons why the military services
are failing to attract medical officers
into the career branch of the medical-
dental corps. It was the Department’s
finding that the principal reason was
the disparity between military compen-
sation and the compensation received
by civilian physicians having compara-
ble experience. The committee was
advised that the average civilian physi-
cian who has completed 10 years of
practice receives a net income, after
office expenses, of approximately $16,500
a year. The average medical officer who
is out of medical school 10 years, prob=
ably will be a major or a lieutenant
commander. His total compensation,
including all allowances and the special
bay of $100 a month, is $8,640 a year,

The compensation of medical officers
in the armed services also compares un-
favorably with that of the civilians em=
ployed in the Federal civil service and
the Veterans’ Administration, A physi-
cian having 10 years of civilian practice
is eligible for a civil-service appointment
in grade GS-15 with an annual compen-
sation of $12,690. In the case of the
Veterans’ Administration, the beginning
salaries may be even higher, if the phy-
sician is a board-certified specialist,

The committee in its study of the
problem realized that other factors are
involved in the lack of interest in g mili=
tary carcer, such as frequent reassign-
ments, inadequate housing, or a general
dislike for military life.

The Department of Defense assured
the committee that every possible ad-
ministrative action was being taken to
meet these complaints.

It might be noted with regard to the
assignment problem that the average
medical officer can expect to be reas-
signed about twice as often as career offi=
cers in other fields. This condition ex-
ists because of the tremendous turnover
resulting from the doetor draft, which
requires only 2 years of service, and from
the resignation rate of officers from the
medical services. Most of the regular
medical officers can expect reassignment
every 2 years, and it is not at all unusual
for them to be reassigned once every
year.

There are also certain inherent re-
sponsibilities which may make the mili-
tary medical services comparatively un-
attractive as a medical career. The
military services, in order to provide
medical service for about 3 million mem-
bers, maintain throughout the world a
total of about 2,000 medical units. Many
of these stations are in remote and un-
desirable locations. We must kear in
mind that one-third of all United States
military personnel are stationed either
overseas or on the seas. Medical care for
almost 400,000 dependents overseas can
be provided only by military doctors.
The duty assignments and the long
working hours involved in serving in
many of these locations make a military
career as a medical officer unattractive
when compared with that of a civilian
physician. It might also be noted that
medical officers stationed overseas, in
addition to their other duties, have the
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obligation of caring for many civilian
employees of the United States Govern-
ment who are assigned to those areas.

The experience of the departments
with respect to procurement and reten-
tion of dental officers is similar to that
regarding medical officers.

MAJOR FEATURES

Mr. President, in order to accomplish
its purpose, H. R. 9428 contains three
distinct features:

First, it authorizes for medical and
dental officers a 1-year increase in con-
structive service for permanent promo-
tion seniority purposes. This service is
increased from 4 to 5 years for physi-
cians who have completed internships,
and from 3 to 4 years for dentists. This
increase would serve to recognize the
required period which the physicians and
dentists must spend in professional
training after leaving undergradute
school.

Second, this same medical educational
period up to 5 years would be credited
for pay longevity purposes—5 years for
the medical officers who completed in-
ternships and 4 years for dental officers.
This provision will place them on the
same longevity basis as their line of-
ficer contemporaries who entered mili-
tary service at the same time as physi-
cians entered medical school. The aver-
age increase under this provision is about
$50 per month, with a maximum of $85
per month. The additional annual cost
of the pay credit will be $9,577,000.

The last feature of this bill author-
ijzes an increase in the special pay of
physicians and dentists based on length
of active service as a medical or dental
officer. At the present time all medical
and dental officers receive special pay
of $100 per month. Under this bill,
medical and dental officers with less than
2 years of active service will continue
to receive the $100 per month. Those
with between 2 and 6 years of active
service will receive $150 per month in
special pay; those with between 6 and
10 years, $200 per month; and those with
more than 10 years, $250 per month.
The purpose of these graduated increases
is to make the military compensation
more competitive with that of civilian
physicians of similar experience and to
provide a greater inducement to remain
on active duty. We hope it will provide
the inducement which will cause med-
ical and dental officers to remain on
active duty and make a career of the
armed services.

The committee amended the bill so as
to place the first increase at the end of
2 years, rather than after 3 years of
active duty. The term of service under
the doctor draft law is 2 years, and more
than 90 percent of those entering under
that law leave the service as their 2-year
period expires. It appeared that a
greater number might remain if the first
increase were ofiered at the end of the
obligated period. The additional esti-
mated cost of this provision is $9,878,200.
The total cost of this bill for the first
fiscal year following enactment is ex-
pected to be $19,455,200.

Mr. President, the Department of De-
fense and the committees of Congress

‘which are charged with the primary re-
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sponsibility of recommending legislation
which will assure medical and dental aid
to the men in the armed services have
exhausted every available recourse in an
effort to provide an adequate number of
doctors and dentists for the armed serv-
jces. We have resorted to the draft, and
it now appears that the pool available
from the draft is about to be exhausted.

I only wish we had some other means

~ than that provided by this bill, but no

other course apparently is available to us
than to increase the compensation, as an
incentive for doctors and dentists to
make a career of the Armed Forces.

We cannot fail in our responsibility
to those whom we have called into the
service, many of them against their will,
to see that they have adequate medical
and dental treatment.

I hope the Senate will pass the bill
unanimously.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like fo
add a few words to what the chairman
of the committee has said. He and I
have considered this subject for a con-
siderable number of years. The previous
bill which was passed was an incentive
bhill. That bill has not succeeded in hold-
ing doctors and dentists in the Armed
Forces. This is an additional incentive
bill, which we hope will be successful in
causing doctors and dentists to make a
career of the service and provide needed
medical attention for the boys of Amer-
ica who are now serving and who will be
called upon to serve in the Armed Forces.

I commend the chairman of the com-
mittee for what he has said, Iagree with
him heartily. The bill was unanimously
reported by the committee, We believe
it is the only step which can be taken.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the distin-
guished ranking minority member of the
committee for his statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY in the chair). The question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment on page 1, line 9.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the committee amendments are agreed
to en bloc.

The amendments agreed to en bloc are
as follows:

On page 1, line 9, after the word
“make”, to strike out “original”; on
page 3, line 4, after the word “the”, to
strike out “enactment” and insert “ef-
fective date”; in line 6, after the word
“the”, to insert “effective”; at the be-
ginning of line 18, to insert “effective”;
in the same line, after the word “date”,
to strike out “‘of enactment”; on page
4, line 14, after the word “the”, to strike
out “enactment” and insert “effective
date”; on page 5, line 23, after the word
“such”, to insert “medical”; on page 6,
after line 5, to strike out “and the serv-
ice credit authorized by this clause shall
not be included in establishing eligibil-
ity for voluntary or involuntary retire-
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ment or separation from the service,
under any provision of law"” and insert
*“and, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the service credit author-
ized by this clause shall not—

“(A) be included in establishing eli-
gibility for voluntary or involuntary re=
tirement or separation from the service,
under any provision of law;

“(B) increase the retired or retire-
ment pay of a person who became enti-
tled to such pay prior to May 1, 1956;

or

“(C) increase the retired pay of a per-
son who becomes entitled to such pay
under title III of the Army and Air Force
Vitalization and Retirement Equaliza-
tion Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1087), on or
after May 1, 1956, but who does not per-
form active duty after May 1, 1956.”

After line 21, to strike out:

Sec. 3. Any medical officer of the Regular
Corps of the Public Health Service who—

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

SEc. 3. Title IT of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act (act of July 1, 1944, 58 Stat. 683),
as amended, is further amended by adding
:it the end thereof the following new sec-

on:

“PROMOTION CREDIT—ASSISTANT GRADE
*“Sgc. 220. Any medical officer of the Reg-

ular Corps of the Public Health BService
who—

On page 7T, at the beginning of line 6,
to strike out “(1) " and insert “(1) (A)";
at the beginning of line 11, to strike out
“(2)” and insert “(2)”; in line 20, after
the word “such”, to strike out “date.”
and insert “date.” *; after line 23, to
strike out:

(1) By repealing so much of sections 211
(e) (1) and 311 (d) (3) as relates to officers
of the Medical Corps and Dental Corps of the
Navy.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

(1) By inserting in the first sentence of
paragraph (1) of section 211 (e) and in the
first sentence of paragraph (3) of section
311 (d), after the words “a staff corps”, the
words “other than the Medical and Dental
Corps”, and deleting in those sentences the
words “if of other than the Medical Corps,
and in the preceding calendar year if of the
Medical Corps.”

On page 8, line 18, after the numeral
“5", to insert “(a)”; in line 25, after the
word “completed”, to strike out “three”
and insert “two’; on page 9, line 3, after
the word “those”, to insert “veterinary”;
in line 7, after the word “least”, to strike
out “three” and insert “two”; after line
19, to insert:

(b) Section 203 (b) of such act is further
amended by striking out the following words
in the third proviso: “of $100 per month as
15,

After line 22, to insert:

Sec. 6. Any person who, on the day before
the effective date of this act, has not com-
pleted 18 years of service creditable in the
computation of active duty pay in the uni-
formed service of which he is a member and
who, as a result of the enactment of this act,
is upon the effective date of this act cred-
ited with more than 17 years of such service
shall, notwithstanding any other provision of

_law, be allowed 12 months from the effec-

tive date of this act within which to make
the election provided for in section 3 (&)
of the Uniformed Services Contingeney Op-

‘tlon- Act of 1953 (67 Stat. 502).
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And, on page 10, at the beginning of
line 9, to change the section number from
!lG” to “7:)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be offered,
the question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 9428) was read the third
time, and passed.

PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED
STATES IN THE FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE ORGANIZATION AND IN-
TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANI-
ZATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 97) to
amend certain laws providing for mem-
bership and participation by the United
States in the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization and International Labor Or-
ganization, and authorizing appropria-
tions therefor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER].

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Isitnot a fact that
the yeas and nays on the pending amend-
ment have been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
yeas and nays have been ordered.

ANNUITIES UNDER FOREIGN SERV-
ICE RETIREMENT AND DISABILITY
SYSTEM—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 1287) to make cer-
tain increases in the annuities of annui-
tants under the Foreign Service retire-
ment and disability system. I ask unani-
_mous consent for the present considera-
tion of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpHREY in the chair). The report will
be read for the information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro=
ceedings of April 16, 1956, p. 6371, CoN=-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, I
have a very brief statement to make on
the report.

Late last session the Senate passed
Senate bill 1287, which made certain in-
creases in the annuities of annuitants
under the Foreign Service retirement
system. Subsequently the House of Rep-
resentatives amended the bill. Prior to
adjournment it was impossible to recon-
cile the differences between the House
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and the Senate versions of Senate bill
1287.

A conference has now been held: and
the question before the Senate is on
agreeing to the conference report.

The House and Senate versions of Sen-
ate bill 1287 differed in two respects.

In the first place, the Senate version
provided for a graduated system of in-
creases to be given to the annuitants un-
der the system. The House version gave
annuitants an across-the-board, cost-of-
living increase in their annuities in an
amount not to exceed $324 a year.

The Senate conferees accepted the
House version, which provides for a flat
across-the-board increase in annuities
for annuitants who retired prior to July
1, 1949. This inerease in annuities will
give Foreign Service officers the same-in-
crease in annuities which was given to
civil-service employees in 1952.

The second difference between the
House version of Senate bill 1287 and the
Senate version related to a House provis-
ion which would have authorized the Sec=
retary of State to make loans or grants to
certain categories of widows of retired
Foreign Service officers. The Senate
conferees felt that this provision would
establish a bad precedent and might get
the Secretary of State into the loan busi-
ness.

As a result of the conference, changes
were made in Senate bill 1287, and these
changes will make it possible for a limited
class of needy widows of Foreign Service
officers to receive annuities of up to $1,-
200 a year.

The Senate conferees are satisfied that
the conference report on Senate bill 1287
represents a reasonable compromise be-
tween provisions of the House version of
the bill and the Senate version. I hope
the conference report will be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., - The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

THE VETO OF THE FARM BILL

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for a quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lamrp in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
shall address myself to the subject of
the President’s veto of the farm bill.

American farmers are rightfully in-
dignant and deeply shocked by the un-
wise action of our President in vetoing
the urgently needed farm bill.

They have had a chance now to read
the President’s veto message, and to
hear his personal explanation.

I submit they are still shocked. They
have every right to be.

If anything, the President’s radio and
television message of explanation com-
pounded the inconsistencies and inac-
curacies of his veto message.

The
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Farmers, as fellow citizens, have a
right to expect their President not to
mislead them, not to distort the facts.

The glib assumptions of the Presi-
dent’s message and his political appeal
supporting it have not been upheld in
the record of debate on this floor; they
are not upheld by the official facts and
figures of the Department of Agricul-
ture; they are not warranted by the
actual experience of farmers themselves
under our farm programs,

It is an amazing sight to see a Presi-
dent of the United States go before the
American people on television and insist
he will not tolerate any “politics” on
farm issues, when he knows better. If
he does not, it is only a greater reflec-
};llion upon him and upon those around

m.

If ever there has been partisan politics
injected into a farm policy decision, it
has been done so by President Eisen-
hower’s own administration.

The White House, Secretary Benson,
and spokesmen for Republican farm pol-
icy on this floor have consistently and
continually refused to work with a Dem-
ocratic Congress in a true bipartisan
sense to develop constructive farm leg-
islation.

Instead, they have come to us and
said, in effect, “This is our program—
take it or leave it. If you have any
ideas of your own to improve it, we will
toss the whole thing out the window.”

And that is just what they have now
done,

The farm bill sent to the White House
was worked out by the Democratic lead-
ership with effective bipartisan coopera-
tion on our appropriate committees and
supported by farm State representatives
of both parties on the floor of the Sen-
ate and the House.

Forty-eight Republican Members of
the House from the great farming areas
of the Nation voted for it.

Fifteen Republican Senators repre=-
senting key farm States supported it.

Five out of the seven Republican Mem=
bers of the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture voted for the conference bhill
sent to the President for approval.

I submit, Mr. President, that that is
bipartisanship at the congressional level
on the part of those most responsible for
farm legislation. Yet the President
turned it down because it was not the
“party line” that he and his prime min-
ister Sherman Adams, and his Republi-
can Party leaders had laid down.

If the President now tries to publicly
wash his hands of partisanship in this
farm fight, what does he have to say
about the great advertising campaign of
the Senate and House Republican cam-
paign committees in support of the
“Eisenhower-Republican farm  pro-
gram?”

That was the advertising campaign
under which farmers were to send in a
coupon and get the Eisenhower program.,

If the President now tries to project
himself into the role of a man stand-
ing firmly on principle, worried about
surpluses, what does he have to say about
his own Secretary of Agriculture wheel=
ing and dealing for Senate votes by of=
fering concessions of increased acreage
allotments and higher prices in a brazen
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attempt to influence Senators to help
him save face, whatever the loss to
America’s farmers and American tax-
payers.

There could be no more misleading
propaganda perpetrated upon the Ameri-
can people than the President's attempt
to lay on the Democrats in the Congress
the blame for “delay” on effective action
to halt the farm recession.

How many times, Mr. President, have
we heard that there was great delay?
¥et, the President received the bill on
Wednesday, after it was passed by the
Senate, but it was not until Monday that
any final action by the President was
taken.

Where was his concern for a soil bank
on September 30, last fall, when his own
executive department Bureau of the
Budget concurred in the Department
‘of Agriculture’s report opposing soil bank
Jegislation which I had introduced a year
ago?

The President rejected a soil-bank
proposal which was almost identical to
the one passed by both Houses.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. That is a point which
seems to have escaped the attention of
some people. If the President wants to
lay blame for delay, he should accept
blame for delaying the matter for 3 years,
because for the first 3 years of the pres-
ent administration the President and his
administration opposed the soil bank
concept.

- Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor-
rect. He opposed specific legislative
proposals. There were 2 or 3 such pro-
posals in the Senate and half a dozen or
more in the House. I shall show in this
address that the President’s own admin-
istration could have had a soil bank
under existing law if he had wanted to,
and can still have.

~ Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
_the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Inthatconnection,
I should like to call the Senator’s atten-
tion to something which occurred in the
House yesterday, and which is covered
at page 6422 of the REcorp, dealing with
the same subject. I was just reading
the debate.

A very fine Representative from Min-
nesota, with whom I served in the House
and whom I know quite well, the Honor-
able H. CARL ANDERSEN, who is a member
of the Republican Party, said this in
talking about the soil bank. First, I
shall read what Representative PoacE of
Texas said:

Mr. Poace. I have here with me today a
copy of letters from the Department of Agri-
eulture written less than 9 months ago con-
demning this soil bank, in which the Secre-
tary advises the Committee on Agriculture
that he then considered it too expensive and
unworkable,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Would the Sena-
tor be interested to know that we were
talking about $500 million and the Presi-
dent wanted a billion and a quarter
dollars?
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Left me read what
Representative H. CARL ANDERSEN said:

Mr. H..CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. Poace. I yield to the gentlemn from
Minnesota.

Mr. H. CARL. ANDERSEN. The hearings before
my Subcommittee on Appropriations for Ag-
riculture will show that on January 28, 1954,
Mr. Benson in direct answer to a question
I asked with reference to what was wrong
with the general principle of establishing
such a soll bank informed us that in his
opinion it was unworkable. He sald there
were many things wrong with the principles
of such a program.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to thank
the Senator from Alabama and, also, the
Representative from Minnesota.

Mr. President, where was the Presi-
dent’s concern over delay in getting
started when his own Secretary of Agri-
culture came before our Senate Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry on Jan-
uary 12 of this year and admitted they
had not yet worked out detailed sugges-
tions or recommendations on the work-
ings of a soil bank, but were just then
rushing to get them prepared?

‘Where was his concern over delay
when the Senate deferred action after
the Senate Committee reported its bill
February 10, to allow a 10-day period for
Republican orators to tour the country
making Lincoln Day fund-raising
speeches for the Republican Party?

I am not objecting to that. That is
done under a gentlemen’s understand-
ing, and it is entirely appropriate. But
it always seems that when there is a
delay the President finds it convenient
to lay the blame on the Democratic side.

Where was his concern over the eco-
nomic plight of farmers when his Sec-
retary of Agriculture established new
low support levels for 1956 crops—Ilevels
the President now offers grudgingly to
partially raise in return for depriving
farmers of the fair price levels Congress
determined they were entitled to?

If the Eisenhower administration finds
justification and authority now to volun-
tarily increase farm price-support levels
to some degree after veto of the farm
bill which would have provided far more
effective farm income protection, why
did not the same justification and au-
thority exist when Secretary Benson
earlier established the lower support
levels?

Mr. President, I think that is a fair
question. The President is establishing
new support levels—he announced it in
his veto message and on the radio and
on the television—on the basis of the law
of 1954, That law, Mr. President, was
in effect in January, February, March,
and April of this year. It has not been
changed.

How does it happen that wheat was
76 percent of parity before the veto and
has gone up to 84 percent of parity after
the veto?

Mr. President, the law laid down eight
criteria for the Secretary to use in de-
ciding on support levels. He is obligated
to use them. If he does not, he must
make a public explanation.

I should like to know what has hap-
pened in the past 2 weeks in connection
with the surplus of wheat and the pro-
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duction of wheat which allowed the
President administratively to raise sup-
port levels. The only thing that has
happened is the approach of an election.

I say, here and now, that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Agriculture
have an obligation under the law, which
I shall read subseguently, to announce
why they made these decisions.

Mr, LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I wondered if it had oc-
curred to the Senator from Minnesota
that the idea behind raising the support
level was that an election is in prospect?
‘We are now seeing some indication of the
many things which could have been
done during the past 3 years to help
the farmers, and which the administra-
tion has deliberately refrained from
doing. In other words, it is possible that
many things which the administration
is proceeding to do now, could have been
done during the past 3 years in order to
increase farm income by more than a
billlion dollars a year.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Louisiana has put his finger on the most
important factor in the debate and
squabble on farm legislation. It is now
obvious to every farmer that the admin-
istration has been crudely, rudely, and
in a Scrooge-like manner, denying to
farmers reasonable prices for their prod-
ucts. We now have evidence, by way
of the veto message, that any time the
President wants to raise the support
levels, he can do so. So it can only be
that he purposely, and with design,
forced prices down. Now, with Mr.
Eiserthower’s willful action, administra-
tively, under the same law, the price
support level is raised—or, more cor-
rectly, not lowered as much as they origi-
nally planned—as a means of throwing a
sop to the farmers’ well-being, thinking
that they will forget the many months
of depressed prices they have had to
suffer.

What has been the change in the
economiec facts involved in the conflict-
ing decisions other than the belated elec-
tion year recognition of farm protests
against the administration’s gross neg-
lect of agriculture? President Eisen-
hower says, “We now have sound, for-
ward looking legislation in the Agrieul-
tural Act of 1954.” Yet it was under that
Act that Secretary Benson fixed the
support levels originally announced for
1956. It must be assumed that Secretary
Benson used the criteria established in
the act in arriving at the announced
price support levels, Whatever discre-
tionary authority the President or the
Secretary now has to make adjustments
related to economic conditions in agri-
culture, he also had before. Whatever
information the administration officials
now have about depressed conditions in
agriculture they had available then—
}f ttl;mey had cared to consider that vital

ac

Does the President now say that the
Secretary of Agriculture grossly mis-
judged the factors involved in setting the
lower support levels under the flexible
support theory? Is the President saying
to the people of America and to Con-
gress, via his veto message, his radio
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program, and his television program,
that Ezra Taft Benson not only is a poor
Secretary of Agriculture, but that he
does not even know arithmetic?

The support levels announced by Sec-
retary Benson were announced under the
President’s authority. It is Mr. Eisen-
hower’s - farm program, not poor Ben-
son’s. It is Mr. Eisenhower who is re-
sponsible. Is Mr. Eisenhower saying to
the farmer that he did not know what
was in the Agricultural Act of 1954? 1Is
he saying to the farmer that even if
he had known what was in the Act of
1954, he thought the farmers ought to
suffer a little more? Is that why he cut
the support levels down? Is that why
he pulled down the support level for
wheat? Is that why it was cut down for
corn? I want some explanation from
this “principled administration.”

Is the President of the United States
_saying that the flexible support theory
should not be quite so flexible in an
election year? Is that what he is say-
ing? Is he saying that a little of the flex
ought to be taken out every time a presi-
dential election comes around? Or is
he saying, “We are going to dip into
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
pay the Republican campaign expen-
ses”? That is what he was saying in
the veto message.

I was of the opinion that Congress
wrote the law. I was of the opinion
that once a law was in operation, a
law such as the act of 1954, there had
to be some continuity to it. But no. By
one simple twist of the dial, by a tele-
vision script, by a veto message, farm
prices are raised overnight in Wash-
ington, administratively, from the
lWhtte House—and under the same old
aw.

Mr, President, I say this is not “prin-
cipled” action. I say that, at best, it
shows one of two things: Either the De-
~partment of Agriculture or the Pres-
ident did not know what was being
done before last week; therefore, they
have now come around to admitting
their grievous errors of judgment at the
cost of hundreds of millions of dollars to
the American farmers and the American
economy. Or they are merely playing
politics by changing the support levels
overnight, in order to ease the blow of
an unjustified veto.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. GORE. Will the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota inform the
junior Senator from Tennessee whether
the old price support levels, the price
support levels previously announced by
Secretary Benson, are in conformity with
the formulas and the requirements of
the 1954 act; or whether the new, re-
cently announced, politically announced,
price support levels are in conformity
with the bill?

Mr., HUMPHREY. Rather than to
pose as a judege in that matter, let me
say that if the new announced sup-
port levels are supported by the criteria
in the 1954 act, then, indeed, the levels
of last week were not supported by the
criteria. If that is the case, then we
ought to get a new Department of Agri-
culture, starting with the Secretary; and
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it might be well, also, to get someone
new at the top, through a change in the
White House, namely, a new President;
because if the President can be that
wrong, and if his Secretary of Agri-
culture can be that wrong, then this is
too expensive an administration, because
its actions have cost the farmers hun-
dreds of millions of dollars.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Would it be reasonable to
deduce from these circumstances that
one of the inequities of the flexible-price-
support program is that it is subject to
political manipulation?

Mr. HUMPHREY. How right the
Senator from Tennessee is. The pro-
gram seems to become much more firm
in its flexibility in about April, May, and
June of a presidential election year.
One of the real reasons for a mandatory
price-support program is that it does not
make any difference whether a farmer
votes or not; he is under a price-support
level provided by the law passed by Con-
gress. It does not make any difference
whether he is a Republican or a Demo-
crat; he gets the price-support level pro=
vided by the law passed by Congress.

I charge on the floor now that the ad-
ministration is openly playing politics
with the price-support program of 1954.

Mr. GORE. That being true, would
the Senator not think the farmers could
more safely rely upon the price-support
levels determined by Congress, as con-
tained in the law, than to leave their
fate to the political manipulations of the
party bosses in an election year?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Tennessee is absolutely correct. Again
I may say that his perception is equal to
his good judgment, and both are super-
lative.

Mr. President, some of the press critics
of effective farm legislation so jubilant
over the President’s veto need to do a
little soul searching before they jump to
such hasty conclusions as they have as
to who is standing on principle and who
is not, who is being consistent and who is
not, who is doing what is really best for
our economy and who is not.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. KERR. Isthe Senator from Min-
nesota aware of the fact that the Wall
Street Journal has endorsed the Presi-
dent’s action in this matter?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have not been
fully aware of that faet, but I may say
I am not surprised. I would rather have
expected it, since many of the announce-
ments of the administration on agricul-
ture have come from that great news-
paper.

Mr. EERR. In view of the fact that
Benson and the Wall Street Journal have
agreed on what the farm policy ought to
be, and that the President has come out
with such a program, does the Senator
not feel that perhaps he should evaluate
his position, and see if he would be justi-
fied in taking a position inconsistent
with the one they take?

Mr, HUMPHREY. I think that is a
valuable suggestion for the President.
I may say if the President would evalu-
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ate anything he has done, it would be
helpful to the American people.

Mr. EERR. I agree with the Senator,
but in view of the fact that the Wall
Street Journal has endorsed his position
so completely, is it not possible that the
Senator from Minnesota and the Senator
from Oklahoma, who have been so posi-
tive in their condemnation of the Presi-
dent, might reevaluate the opinion of the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Wall
Street Journal?

Mr, HUMPHREY, Ithink the Senator
has a point. I gather his point is that
after hearing from the Wall Street Jour-
nal's “experts” in the field of agricul-
ture, we might want to reevaluate our
own criticisms of the President’s action?

Mr. KERR. Yes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. One of the rea-
sons why the President and the Wall
Street Journal were interested in the
farm bill was that the bill had the words
“soil bank” in it. Immediately there
was a great reaction in the administra-
tion. They said, “A bank! A bank! It
must be good.” Immediately finanecial
publications, such as Barron’s Weekly,
the Wall Street Journal, the New York
Journal of Commerce, said, “A bank!”
The word “soil” did not mean too much,
but the word “bank” set up a whole chain
reaction. The President, along with
Benson, his great Secretary of Agricul-
ture, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
George Humphrey, who, by the way, is
not related to me biologically or politi-
cally, saw the word “bank” in the bill,
and said, “It must be good.” The Fed-
eral Reserve banks have been constantly
fooling around with the discount rate;
and that is what the administration has
been doing with the price supports.

Mr. KERR. If the Senator will yield,
I should like to point out that they are
related on the basis of an inverse ratio,
interest rates going up, and price sup-
ports going down.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is true. Price
supports for finaneial institutions have
gone up, and price supports for farmers
have gone down. Do not think the ad-
ministration is not for price supports. It
depends on who would be affected by
them., We do not want to be unkind to
them. They are really for price sup=
ports.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr,

EERR. And for Dixon-VYates.
HUMPHREY. For Dixon-Yates.
KERR. And high interest rates.

Mr. HUMPHREY. High interest
rates; discount rates; and for price sup-
ports, but not for farmers,

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. I suppose the Senator
noticed over the past weekend, while the
President was considering vetoing the
farm bill, that his administration in-
creased the rediscount interest rates by
one-half of one percent. Did he not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The administra-
tion did that; and they did not have to
have any hearings on it; there was no
delay.

Mr. LONG. Before the day was over,
the Chase National Bank also raised
its interest rates to keep them in line
with those of the Federal Reserve Board,
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-Mr. HUMPHREY. It is always co-
operating with the administration.

Mr. LONG. Iam sure that by Monday
every bank of any consequence had
raised the interest rates which will be
charged farmers and other individuals,
including interest rates charged the
Federal Government for interest on the
Government’s own debt.

Mr. HUMPHREY. They will cooper=
ate to the last digit and the last nickel
on increased interest rates they can get
from everyone.

Mr. LONG. One of these days I hope
to compute how much the increases in
‘the interest rates by the administration
‘have cost the farmers and the general
consumers of the Nation. I would as-
sume the figure to be somewhere between
$115 billion and $2 billion. Someone
should take a look at the cost of the in-
creased interest rates the administration
has imposed on the people, without con-
sultation with Congress or anyone else,
but to help out those who lend money,
at the expense of the Government and
most of the people who have borrowed
money.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But the Senator
will admit that the administration has
been efficient and there has been no de-
lay in fulfilling its obligation to pro-
vide price supports. It did not make
clear, price supports on what. The
first act of the administration in 1953
was to raise interest rates for agriculture.

Mr. LONG. Over the weekend the
administration did not see anything
.wrong in increasing the interest rates
charged to those who borrow maney,
by one-half of one percent, while at the
same time it killed the bill to benefit
the farmers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. These are matters
which have been discussed before the
Committee on Finance. At least, they
have been discussed after the fact. I
regret the Senator’s advice was not
sought beforehand, but the administra-
tion likes to move rapidly.

Mr. LONG. Banks got an increase in
their price supports at the same time
farmers got a decrease in their price
supports.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is a perfectly
consistent action on the part of the
administration.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Iam not sure there
is any relation to the question of parity,
but I wonder if the increase in interest
rates which was put into effect over the

-weekend, while the President was decid-

ing to veto price supports for farmers,
-was a 90-percent support price, or was
-it approaching 100 percent?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I take it the ad-
ministration is approaching the great
goal of 100 percent in the market place.
It is the market, but not the livestock
market. It is the stock market, the blue-
chip market.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I was
going to ask the Senator from Minne-
sota which market place he was refer-
ring to, but now he has answered the
question I intended to ask him.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor. I am sure the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky, who has been so
much a part of the struggle to obtain
equality for agriculture, will agree with
me that generally, when a Republican
President is in the White House and
when the Republican Party is feeling its
strength, there are two obvious economic
facts in American life: low agricultural
prices and high New York stock-mar-
ket prices—or, at least, for a while ; some-
times they decline, as occurred in 1932.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lamp in the Chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Tennessee?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The result of the first
interest-rate manipulation was to re-
duce from three to two the number of
bedrooms in a house a veteran could pur-
chase with a given payment. The jun-
ior Senator from Tennessee would like
to know how many bedrooms there are
in the house a veteran can buy now
with the same amount of money.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I am not sure
what the decrease will be in the number
of bedrooms; but I suggest that such a
veteran will be rather crowded in living
in the few bedrooms he will have left,
because the walls are tightening in on
him as a result of the last little “deal”
to which the Senator from Louisiana
referred.

Furthermore, I recall the report made
by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparkMAN] in regard to what I believe
was a $14,000 home. The action of the
administration resulted in reducing the
size of such a home by one bedroom. In

short, the administration said, “If you -

have a large family, you will have to
crowd up a little bit.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Let me suggest that
in that process, still another room has
been removed from the house such a
person could afford, because in the last
year the average price of homes in the
United States rose $1,400, and the price
is still rising.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And if that con-
tinues, some folk will have to sleep in
the parks.

Mr. BARKLEY. Perhaps that is one
of the considerations back of the pro-
posal to prevent further increases in the
population of the United States—because
there would be no place for them to
sleep.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Certainly that is a
very helpful eomment in connection
with this discussion.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to a
Senator on this side of the aisle?

Mr. HUMPHREY, ¥Yes; for I wish to
be fair to Senators on that side of the
aisle,

However, Mr. President, before yield-
ing to the Senator from Indiana, I should
like to give the Senator from Indiana
several little tidbits on which he will be
able to chew for a while.
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Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, since
the Senator from Minnesota is trying to
straighten out his understanding of this
maftter, I shall be glad to throw a liftle
more light on it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am delighted to
have the Senator from Indiana do so.

Mr. CAPEHART. I wish to help keep
the record straight. Let me point out
that in the 314 years since Mr. Eisen-
hower has been President of the United
States, there has not been an increase in
the cost of living. In other words, what
the people buy today costs no more than
it would have cost 3 years ago.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me interrupt
the Senator from Indiana at that point.
I think the statement he has made is a
fair one, but I think a word of explana-
tion in that connection might be help-
ful. As the prices of processed and man-
ufactured goods have risen and as inter-
est rates have risen—and they have—
and as the carrying charges which
farmers have to pay have risen and as
the wages of other groups of the popula-
tion have risen, the prices of farm com-
modities have gone down. So the ad-
ministration has been able to keep some
sort of economic balance, by having the
prices of some things go up, and the
prices of others go down. Of course,
that development unbalances the situa-
tion of some folk, although it makes a
fairly good statistical picture.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield further
to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Senator from
Minnesota also said that when the Re-
publicans are in power, farm prices go
down and New York Stock Market prices
g0 up.

Let me say that during my lifetime
there have been three Democratic Pres«
idents—Wilson, Roosevelt, and Truman.
All three of them involved the United
States in war. Therefore, let me ask the
Senator from Minnesota this question: Is
it just as honest to say that when we
have a Democratic President, we are
involved in war, as it is to say that when
we have a Republican President, farm
prices are low and New York Stock Mar-
ket prices are high? 1Is one statement
as honest as the other?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Indiana has asked me the question, and
I would reply by saying “No.” [Laugh-
ter.] That is a simple and an honest
answer,

I have always been interested in the
knowledge of history that my Republican
friends have. They have a wonderful
way of being able to ignore any chapters
of history that are slightly distasteful
to them. For instance, they ignore the
existence of such a person as Hitler.
In the minds of our Republican friends,
such a person never existed. Likewise,
so far as my Republican friends are con-
cerned, Pearl Harbor never happened—
or, if it did, it was only another Repub-
lican parade with firecrackers. Simi-
larly, in the minds of my Repulican
friends, there never were such persons
as Tojo or Stalin.

Such a point of view on the part of my
Republican friends indicates to me that
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if one is able to close his mind to certain
chapters of history, he can live a rather
blissful, peaeeful life.

Mr. KEERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me, to
permit me to ask two questions?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Certainly.

Mr. EERR. The Senator from Indi-
ana called attention to the fact that the
cost of living has been about the same for
the past 3 years. Is it not a definite and
accepted fact that the American farmer
is the goat of that situation?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Oklahoma is correct.

Mr. EERR. Is it not also a fact that
the American farmer has had to suffer
the depressing influence of reduced agri-
cultural prices, and that the prices of
agricultural commodities have been re-
duced in order to absorb the increase
which has occurred in the prices of all
commodities except those produced on
the farms?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Oklahoma is absolutely correct; and the
statement he has made is supported by
all the statistical data which comes from
the Government.

Mr. KERR. Now let me refer to 100
percent of parity in the market place, in-
sofar as the farmer is concerned. Is it
not a fact that the one time during the
past three decades when the farmer had
full parity in the market place for his
products was during the administration
of Herbert Hoover?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
please repeat his question? The sug-
gestion he makes in it is a rather shock-
ing one.

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that the
only time in the past three decades when
the farmer has had full parity in the
market place—that is to say, the full
benefit of the law of supply and demand,
and also as regards the operations of the
speculators and the full evil effect of such
operations—was during the administra-
tion of Herbert Hoover?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think he came as
close to reaching that objective as any
man I know of.

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that no
effort was made to prevent the prices of
farm products from finding whatever
level the operation of the law of supply
and demand and the operations of the
speculators would drive them to?

Mr, HUMPHREY., Yes, except I wish
to point out that in order to keep the rec-
ord straight, we should say that in 1930
and 1931 the old Federal Farm Board
engaged in some activities which were
too little and too late—which is another
chapter in the book of the Republican
doxology.

Mr. KERR. Was that the Board which
advocated helping the wheat farmer by
placing a bonus on the price of flour?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Isseems tome that
something of that sort was involved.

Mr. EERR. Just as Secretary Benson
has tried to help the livestock producers
by giving a bonus to the packers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. There seems
to be a strange similarity and affinity
there.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.
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Mr. BARKLEY. Irecallthatthe Farm
Board was created and that $500 million
was appropriated by Congress for the
operations of the Board. But the $500
million and the farmers all went down
the drain together as a result.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what we
call a great engineering feat—ditching
the dam and draining the country in one

fell swoop.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Inasmuch as the state-
ment has been made that the cost of liv-
ing today is about the same as it has
been during the past 3 years, it might
be well to point out that, as the Senator
from Minnesota has said, in that process
some persons have done better and some
persons have done worse. For example,
the corporations with assets of more than
$100 million have seen their profits in-
crease by 27 percent. Those are the
figures of the Eisenhower administration.
Those with assets of $250,000 or less have
seen their profits reduced by 39 percent,
while the farmer has seen his income
reduced by $4 billion. The persons who
collect interest on money have seen their
incomes increased by approximately
$2 billion. So the cost of living is the
same. It has only been shifted. Those
in the upper brackets are making more
and those in the lower brackets are mak-
ing less. At least, some people can be
happy. The economy is balanced. Some
?.re getting more and some are getting
ess.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator. He is always on the job when it
comes to economic analysis. I know of
no Senator who has contributed more to
an objective, accurate appraisal of these
figures than has the Senator from Lou-
isiana. I accept his figures. I am sure
they are supported by the reports of the
Senator's own Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. KERR. In order that the state-
ment of our distinguished colleague from
Louisiana may be understood, the de-
crease of $4 billion which the farmer has
suffered is a decrease in his take-home
pay, his take-home income, or net.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
It is a $4 billion net decrease.

Mr. KERR. That is, according to the
Department of Agriculture.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. KERR. A few days ago a panel
of economists from the Reserve board
headquarters in the district of which
Oklahoma is a part conducted a panel
discussion in a bankers' convention in
Oklahoma. They announced that the
average farm income in Oklahoma for
1955 was $1,200 per family, which repre-
sented a decrease of $1,000 per family in
3 years. That demonstrates that actual-
ly the take-home pay of the average farm
family during the past 3 years has been
reduced nearly one-half.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator for that observation. I am sure
the Senator would be interested in know-
ing that the college of agriculture at
Ames, Iowa, in a recent study in Iowa,

6491

demonstrated that last year there was a
50-percent reduction in cash income of
Jowa farmers. In Minnesota we have
seen a very substantial reduction in in-
come of farmers, and a rise in indebted-
ness.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr, GORE. The senior Senator from
Oklahoma made the statement a few
moments ago that the Department of
Agriculture had undertaken to support
the price of hogs by a bonus to the pack-
ers. If that be true, what kind of prod-
ucts would the Senator from Minnesota
or the senior Senator from Oklahoma
say the Department of Agriculture ac-
tually bought?

Mr. HUMPHREY. T shall make one
comment, and then I shall yield to the
Senator from Oklahoma., .

The study which we placed in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcoRD, which was a re-
view of statistical evidence relating to
purchases by the Department of finished
pork products from packers, revealed
that every time the Department of Agri-
culture bought pork products, the price
of pork went up and the price of hogs
went down. That is shown by the rec-
ords of the Department of Agriculture.
That was true in every instance, with 1
or 2 exceptions. I think there were two
times when the purchase program re-
sulted in an increase in the return to the
producer of hogs.

I now yield to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I remind
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota that he must give the Department
of Agriculture full credit. It has boosted
the price of canned pork gravy to the
packer more than 10 percent as a result
of this operation.

Today the Department of Agriculture,
after having bought more than $100 mil-
lion worth of pork products, including
a very substantial amount of canned
pork gravy, has succeeded in lifting the
price of the delectable, desirable, incam-
parable product of pork gravy to the
point where it is paying nearly 70 cents
a pound. When the program started, it
was at the pitifully low price of about
62 cents.

As the distinguished junior Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] once
said, the Department was proving that,
although the man who raised the hog
and kept him for 7 months received only
10 cents a pound, the packer, for keep-
ing him about 30 minutes, was getting
a differential of more than 50 cents a
pound. As the distinguished junior
Senator from Oklahoma said, the hog
could have stayed at the Waldorf-Asto-
ria for an equal length of time for less.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee and the Senator
from Oklahoma for their very delight-
ful and enlightening contribution on the
subject of political gravy. That is ap-
parently what has been the result, when
we consider the President’s veto in the
light of some of the recent actions with
respect to the farm-price-support level.

If we consider the veto message line
by line, we find it filled with inconsist-
encies. The President professes worry
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about accumulating more surpluses of
feed grains, then vetoes the first action
this Congress has ever faken to cut back
production of feed grains,

I wish to be charitable to the Presi-
dent. I am sure he did not know that
there was something in'the bill which
would have cut back the production of
feed grains. The bill would have made
a mandatory reduction of 15 percent in
the acreage of feed grains. That would
not have resulted in the production of
more feed grains, but less feed grains,
However, for what the farmer did pro-
duce, he would receive a fair and reason-
able price.

So, if the President wishes to recon-
sider the veto message—I do not know
whether there is precedent for it—if he
will look into the feed-grain section of
the bill as passed by Congress, he will
find that for the first time in the his-
tory of the Congress a measure was en-
acted by Congress to cut back the pro-
duction of feed grains. Yet the Presi-
dent went on the radio and television and
told the people that the bill would ex-
pand the production of feed grains. I
am sure he meant it. I am sure he
thought it would. I am sure Benson
never told him to the contrary. Sher-
man Adams undoubtedly did not know
about it, because he does not produce
enough feed grains to enable him to
know about it. I am sure no one told the
President about it, or he would not have
misled the American people. I do not
say that the President purposely or in-
tentionally misleads the people. I sim-
ply say that he did not know what was
in the bill. If he did know, he would be
guilty of a purposeful deception of the
American people, However, I do not
think he would do so.

It is time someone really challenged
the fietion this administration is ped-
dling as fact about all the depressed farm
prices being the result of surpluses.

It is not Government-owned surpluses
that depress prices; it is how the Gov-
ernment handles those surpluses.

How can commodities in the Govern=-
ment’s hands depress the cash markets
below support levels if the law requires,
as it does, that the Government shall not
sell those commodities at less than the
full support price plus 5 percent and
carrying charges?

I will tell Senators how it happens,
It happens only because the administra-
tion uses every loophole to avoid that
law, and to dump products on the market
in direct competition with the producer
at cutrate competition.

Before the President does much more
talking about surpluses, I ask once again
for him to tell this Congress just what
really is surplus and what is not. His
own Secretary was unable to do so, and
his own Office of Defense Mobilization
was unable to do so.

What a strange situation confronts us.
Here we are in Congress, asked to spend
billions to correct a situation of sur-
pluses, and yet this administration has
never, to my knowledge, informed either
the Congress or its committees where it
draws the line between what is surplus
and what is normal safe reserves for the
protection of the Nation’s interest.
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If the Government regards everything
that passes through its hands in the
Commodity Credit Corporation as sur=
plus then it is hopelessly confused.

For this administration, by embarking
on policies of bringing farm prices down
on the one hand while supposedly trying
to keep them up through loan programs
on the other, has driven more and more
commodities into its own hands and
taken over more and more of the normal
marketing functions of private producers
and private traders.

The result of this Department’s bun-
gling administration has been less free
trade and less free markets, not more.

The Government itself has cornered
the market, and has steered it downward,
instead of upward. Its actions have de-
valued its own commodity holdings and
expanded losses to the taxpayers, as well
as expanding loss to farmers.

I would like to ask one simple question:
Does anyone think that if any one smart
private trader in this country had con=
trol of as great a proportion of our farm
commodities as the Department of Agri-
culture has, he could not influence the
market upward or downward?

Imagine, Mr, President, a trader in a
particular commodity getting literally a
corner on the market. Does any Sena-
tor believe that such a trader would not
force prices up, instead of down? Of
course he would. Yet our Government,
which has these great quantities of com-
modities, says it will not use them to
build a better price structure. Instead,
Mr. President, it will use them to depress
the price structure.

I say on the floor of the Senate, as a
Member of the Senate and on my re-
sponsibility as a Senator of the United
States, that anyone who goes to the
Chicago Board of Trade or to the Min-
neapolis Grain Exchange and speaks to
the men in those exchanges, who are
actually in the market, will be told by
them that the present administration
has done more to usurp the powers of a
normal free trade in the grain market
than has any other administration in
our history. They will make clear that
our Department of Agriculture has pur=-
posely and intentionally depressed
prices. I have submitted for the
REcorp in months past, letters, tele-
grams, and other communications from
boards of trade and from important ex-
porters and traders in the field of agri-
cultural commodities which show that
to be the fact.

We have far lower farm prices than
economically necessary under existing
conditions simply because the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has refused to
“freeze” its holdings to force prices up
to support levels.

We have more commodities going
through the Government's hands and
being labeled ‘‘surplus” because of just
such mismanagement.

Unless farmers call a halt to it in
November, it is now obvious that we are
in for more mismanagement and more
low prices despite anything Congress
tries to do about it.

Farmers needed the bill sent to the
White House by this Congress. Our
country needed it.

April 18

As T said earlier in my remarks, more
than 40 Republican Members of the
House of Representatives and 15 Re-
publican Members of the Senate joined
with the Democrats in Congress in get-
ting that bill to the President. Those
are men who live in farm areas. They
are men who understand farm problems.
They worked hard and conscientiously to
bring about good legislation.

Conscientious men worked long and
hard to develop that bill to meet acute
problems in our economy. It is a dan-
gerous disservice to intimate, as some
have mistakenly done, that it was a mere
gesture deliberately developed to force
a Presidential veto.

I do not know & supporter of that bill
r:ho did not urge that it be signed into
aw.

In fact, I thought the bill would be
signed. I could not conceive the Presi-
dent of the United States vetoing it,
when, at the most, there was only a 1=
year extension of what he thought were
high support levels, and when at the
same time he was getting almost every-
thing else he had asked for, and particu=
larly when the 1954 act was not being
basically repealed or amended. Never-
theless, the President vetoed the bill.

It was Republican opponents of the
bill who urged its veto, not Democratic
supporters.

I can hardly conceive of our Repub-
lican colleagues on the other side of the
aisle cooperating so readily in obtaining
this veto if, as some have tried to say, it
was Democratic strategy to get a veto.

Certainly, I am convinced a veto will
be politically beneficial to the Demo-
cratic Party. Because it emphasizes
more than our words could do the un-
derlying philosophy of this administra=
tion against effective aid for agriculture,

But there could be no better test of
putting farm welfare ahove political ad-
vantage than the serious effort made by a
Democratic Congress to enact an effec-
tive, workable farm bill in a election
year, so the Republican President would
not have to campaign for reelection in
quite as bad an economic climate in our
rural areas.

We put the well-being of our farmers
above our politics. We put the country’s
interest first. Seldom has there been
such solid nonpartisan cooperation in
the great Midwest farm areas. Yet our
guidance is spurned. Our efforts are re-
jected. And our intelligence—and the
intelligence of farmers—is insulted by
the President’s explanation of his ac-
tions.

Apparently, this veto was felt required,
whatever the cost in human suffering to
our farm population, to perpetuate the
myth that “Republicans can do no
wrong.” They had hewed to a party line
based on preconceived notions, and re-
fused to face the facts that now confront
them proving they have been wrong.

My deepest regret, of course, is for our
farmers themselves,

My next deepest regret is for Republi-
can members of the Senate and House
from farm areas, who have been be-
trayed by the leaders of their own party,
and have had exposed for all their con-
stituents to see how little consideration
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the President gives to the views of his
own party’s representatives from the
great rural States most vitally hit by this
action.

Even governors of rural States
pleaded with the President to sign the
bill. No one said it was a perfect bill.
No one said that every part of the hill
was the last word in legislative perfec-
tion. No piece of legislation is perfect.
However, at least the bill approached the
goal and the objective of a sounder agri-
cultural economy than we have today.

The crowning climax has been the
President’s suggestion of an advance
payment to farmers this year—Mr.
President, I ask Senators to listen to this
particularly—the crowning climax has
been the President's suggestion of an
advance payment to farmers this year
if they will agree to participate in a soil
bank next year. I have never heard of
such a reckless proposal relating to the
public Treasury. It is a proposal to ad-
vance payments to farmers for doing
something next year. What if they do
not follow through next year, after they
get their advanced payment this year?
Are we to have district attorneys and
marshals running willy-nilly over the
countryside prosecuting farmers?

It is nothing more than a brazenly
ridiculous election-year-bribe attempt
that farmers will resent as insulting.

I think I know our Midwest farmers.
Farmers will not like being denied decent
prices for what they produce in one
breath, and then being promised a
charity check for doing nothing in the
next breath, in the apparent hope they
can be bribed into silence instead of
fighting for equity and justice.

No one wants improved farm legisla-
tion this year, as quickly as possible, any
more than I do. I include myself in the
majority of the Senate who want action
as quickly as possible.

But the President knows—or should
know—that he has killed the best Con-
gress can offer this year.

When this bill was before the Senate,
Senator after Senator offered amend-
ment after amendment trying desper-
ately to obtain further improvement for
farmers in his particular State. Those
men represent farm people. That is
what we have legislatures for. We have
a representative Government, not a rub-
ber stamp Government.

According to the President’s action, we
do not even need to be here to represent
our people. I suggest that we know a
little more about the intimate and de-
tailed needs of our farm economy in our
respective areas than some adviser in
the White House. There are more ad-
visers at the White House than there
have ever been there hefore, although
they are not so good as some have been
in the past. The quantity has gone up,
but the quality has gone down. Advisers
are not always as closely identified with
the needs of the people as those who
have worked with the people year after
year and who are privileged to serve the
people as elected officials. .

The offering of the many amendments
to the farm bill was no idle gesture; it
was a sincere effort to take care of the
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economic problems of the people by rep=
resentatives who were elected to serve
them.

It was not only Democrats who offered
such amendments. Republicans offered
as many as Democrats did, reflecting
their own conviction that farmers of
their respective areas needed something
better than this administration had to
offer.

One of the objections offered by the
President to signing the farm bill, for
example, was its two-price plans for
wheat and rice. It was a Republican
Senator, stanch supporter of the Presi-
dent, who in good faith offered the
amendment to add a two-price plan for
wheat to protect the farmers of his State.
And I am sure some of my colleagues on
the opposite side of the aisle, if they are
not now too embarrassed to tell the truth,
could tell us that certain spokesmen for
the White House gave them the “green
light” to vote for that amendment, assur-
ing them the White House had no ob-
jection. Of course, another spokesman
for the White House was busy assuring
opponents of the amendment at the same
time that the White House agreed with
them. In other words, the White House
was working both sides of the street, and
apparently from both sides of the White
House. That was only one of the many
tragie inconsistencies of the White House
on this entire farm policy action.

The members of the press corps know
that what I have said is true. They
know that one representative of the
White House contacted Members of Con-
gress urging them to vote for the two-
price plan, saying that the plan was
agreeable to the administration.

But the White House knows well that
any new attempt to bring soil bank
legislation before this Congress would
only result in renewed attempts by Mem-
bers of Congress—by Republicans as well
as Democrats—to amend it further to
include provisions they feel necessary to
take care of the needs of their farmer
constituents. When it was all over, we
would be right back where we started
from.

The new White House appeal for sepa-
rate soil bank action is merely a hollow
political gesture, an unfair political ges-
ture.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator real-
izes that if a bill providing for a soil
bank were brought before the Congress
today—and I hope we can divoree it from
what the Senator thinks is a wholly po-
litical gesture—and if, as a result of
the very solid conviction the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HoLranpl, I, and
other Senators, have on the subject, we
could pass such a soil bank bill, the ben-
efits of such a program would be made
available to the farmers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe in the
soil-bank program. I am talking about
the hue and cry that it can be done only
by new legislation, and I ask the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico to
bear with me a few moments, and I
gunk he will see the merit of my posi-

on.
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Mr. President, if this administration
feels as strongly about the need for a
soil-bank program for production ad-
justment, why has it not put one into
effect long ago?

Why did it not accept the proposal
we had before it last year?

Why did it not submit budget requests
for carrying out such a program under
existing authorization?

I will challenge this administration to
say it has no authority now to carry out
the very same soil-bank program, mere-
ly by asking for necessary appropriations
and perhaps expanding the appropria-
tion authority.

Why has it deceived farmers and the
American people into thinking it could
not do a thing without a new act?

Everyone in the Department of Agri-
culture knows better. The Department
of Agriculture's general counsel knows
they have general authority for such a
program—even specific direction for it.
The Secretary of Agriculture knows it,
even if the President does not.

Furthermore, Mr. President, they
know they have been talking about it
within the past 3 days. They know there
have been meetings in the Department,
and they found that authority. Yet the
Secretary of Agriculture does not seem
to be able to act, One of the purposes
of a soil-bank bill, the sort of bill which
we may adopt, is not to rely upon the
discretion of the Secretary, but to fur-
nish congressional guidelines as to how
it should be done.

The Secretary apparently wants mere-
ly to be able to lay blame on the Con-
gress for not giving him a soil bank act,
so he can have an excuse on which to
hereafter blame all his troubles.

The public is entitled to know these
facts. It is wrong for the President of
the United States to mislead the people
about this soil bank situation.

I respectfully challenge the press to
look up the law for itself, if the President
or the Secretary of Agriculture will not
tell us about it.

Read the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, as amended—the
law now in full force and effect.

Sections 1 to 6 have been on the stat-
ute books since April 27, 1935.

They give the Secretary of Agriculture
sweeping powers to carry out intensive
conservation cfforts, including specific
provisions for “changes in use of land.”

The third point of the introductory
section 1 says:

(3) To cooperate or enter into agreements
with, or to furnish financial or other aid to,
any agency, governmental or otherwise, or
any person, subject to such conditions as he
(the Secretary) may deem necessary, for
the purposes of this act.

Section 6 authorizes to be appropriated
for the purposes of this act “such sums
as Congress may from time to time deter-
mine to be necessary.” Not even a limi-
fation. Yet has Secretary Benson or
President Eisenhower ever asked for such
appropriations?

Buf if that is not broad enough au-
thority—and competent counsel indi-
cates it is—let us read further in this
same act, through sections 7 and 8.
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Section 7 (a) says:

It is hereby declared to be the policy of
this act also to secure, and the purposes of
this act shall also include—

(1) preservation and improvement of soil
fertility;

(2) promotion of the economic use and
conservation of land;

(3) diminution of exploitation and waste-
ful and unscientific use of national soil re-
sources;

and, after a fourth point on protection of
rivers and harbors against the results
of soil erosion, adds:

(6) reestablishment, at as rapid a rate
as the Secretary of Agriculture determines
to be practicable and in the general public
interest, of the ratio between the purchasing
power of the net income per person on farms
and that of the income per person not on
farms that prevailed during the 5-year period
August 1909-July 1914, inclusive, as deter-
mined from statistics available in the United
States Department of Agriculture, and the
maintenance of such ratio.

Section 8 (a) of the act makes clear
this authority exists in force until the
end of this year.

Section 8 (b) says:

Subject to the limitations provided in
subsection (a) of this section, the Becre-
tary shall have power to carry out the pur-
poses specified in clauses (1), (2), (3), (4),
and (5) of section 7 (a) by making payments
or grants of other ald to agricultural pro-
ducers, including tenants and sharecrop-
pers, in amounts determined by the Secre-
tary to be fair and reasonable in connection
with the effectuation of such purposes dur-
ing the year with respect to which such pay-
ments or grants are made, and measured by
(1) their treatment or use of their land, or
a part thereof, for soll restoration, soil con-
servation, or the prevention of eroslon; (2)
changes in the use of their land; (3) their
equitable share, as determined by the Sec-
retary, or the normal national production of
any commodity or commodities required for
domestic consumption; or (4) thelr equitable
share, as determined by the Secretary, of the
national production of any commodity or
commodities required for domestic consump-
tion and exports adjusted to reflect the ex-
tent to which their utilization of cropland
on the farm conforms to farming practices
Wwhich the Secretary determines will best ef-
fectuate the purposes specified in section
7 (a); of (5) any combination of the above.

That is the law on the books. That
law was there last year. It was there
when this administration was supposedly
desperately struggling fo find a way to
help the farmers. It was there when
the President’s message was sent to Con-
gress. It is still on the books.

In layman's language, what does that
law provide? It specifically authorizes
payments to farmers for changes in land
use, so as to avoid the exploitation or
wasteful use of land resources for pro-
duction unneeded for domestic consump-
tion. That is what the soil-bank pro-
gram will do. That is its whole purpose.

Note, however, that the language is
permissive, not mandatory. I say that
anyone who reads the language of the
Conservation Act and the Domestic
Allotment Act, with amendments up fo
date, going back to as early as 1935,
will find in them all the authority which
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is necessary for effective soil conserva-
tion or a soil conservation reserve
Program.

When my own soil bank bill was intro-
duced, my purpose was to direct the Sec-
retary to carry out such a program, in
view of his failure to take such action on
his own initiative. If the Secretary
wanted such a program, if the President
wanted such a program, why was it not
included in this year's budget under au-
thority which now exists? Why was it
made into a political football?

The veto now makes the answers
rather obvious. The administration was
more interested in having something to
propose with which to counter what Con-
gress might develop than it was in get-
ting a real program started.

To be sure, the existing authorization
covers only this year. It would have
been a simple matter to extend it, if the
administration had asked for it. It has
been extended numerous times before,
and will likely be extended in any event
this year, in order to assure the continu-
ation of our regular agricultural pro-
gram, now carried on under the act.

The act also includes a limitation of
$500 million for any one year for the
sections 7 and 8 provisions; but it would
be far simpler for the President and the
Secretary to start an immediate program
at the beginning of the year, under the
existing authority, than it would be
merely to ask Congress to double that
amount in order to obtain the necessary
funds which now appear to be required to
do a creditable job.

In view of this existing authority, the
President’s dramatic appeal for “action”
on the soil bank has a hollow ring. Why
does niot the administration simply ask
for a supplemental appropriation, to-
gether with a request to expand the au-
thority it now has? Is the administra-
tion afraid to do that, because it would
mean admitting publicly that it has had
such authority all along, and could have
started the program January 1, instead
of using the program as a mere political
device to talk about? It istime the Pres-
ident answered a few of these questions.
If he is too busy, or if he is away, let the
Secretary of Agriculture answer them.

All the huckstering the administra-
tion's spokesmen can do will not change
the simple fact that President Eisen-
hower, by his own decision—regardless
of who may have guided it—has taken
almost a $2 billion slice out of farm
income for this year.

Despite the belated gestures of the
President in offering to give back pennies
for the dollars he is taking away from
the farmers, the fact remains that
America’s farmers will get about $2,416
million less this year than would have
been conservatively anticipated under
the measure which the President vetoed.

This figure is not an idle guess. It is
the considered judgment of competent
economists who have been working on
these estimates for me ever since the
President vetoed the bill. It is my in-
tention to substantiate that figure with
tabulations from which it was compiled.

April 1 8

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcorbp tabulations and statistical charts
which will furnish the background for
my statement that the veto has cost the
American farmers not less than $2,416
million on estimated production of this
year's crops, according to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s own estimates.

Mr. KNOWLAND., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Reserving the
right to object, and, of course, I shall not
object, would the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota indicate to the Senate,
so that we might know what reliance
may be placed upon the charts, whether
the statistics were compiled by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, by the Treasury
Department, or by the Department of
Agriculture?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No; they were not;
they are tables which were developed by
three members of my own staff and my-
self, together with representatives of the
National Farmers Union, and by econo-
mists who have helped me.

One of those whose assistance I re-
ceived formerly worked in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. My own admin-
istrative assistant worked for many years
in the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish tothank the
Senator from Minnesota. When Sen-
ators examine the tables in the Recorp,
they will know what the background of
them is.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The tables reveal
simple arithmetic. The Department of
Agriculture has estimated the crop pro-
duction for the coming year. The De-
partment of Agriculture knew what the
price support levels would have been
under the Senate-House bill. The De-
partment of Agriculture knew what the
price support levels were prior to the
President’s veto message. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture knows what the price
support levels will be as announced in
the President’s veto message. All that
is necessary is to put them down: First,
the price support levels under the 1954
act, before Eisenhower gave them a little
political jump; the price support levels
under the conference report; the pro-
duction estimates, which can be arrived
at by taking the amount per pound or
per bushel and multiplying it by the
number of bushels or pounds under the
1954 flexible price support schedule,
which was prevailing until Mr. Eisen-
hower spoke on television and radio
Monday night. Place those figures
alongside those which were provided in
the bill, and we will come fairly close to
the estimates.

There are other factors involved which
are explained in the tables.

Mr. President, I again ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point
in the Recorp 13 tables comparing the
farm income-improving provisions of
H. R. 12, the Agricultural Act of 1956,
which the President vetoed, with the
same provisions of both the pre- and
post-veto Eisenhower programs—the
programs which the President originally
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sent to Congress—and the makeshift
program he is now offering in his veto
message.

The Eisenhower preveto program was
computed on the basis of the announce-
ments of Secretary of Agriculture Benson
and the recommendations in President
Eisenhower’s 1956 message on agricul-
ture. The postveto Eisenhower pro-
gram is the program announced by the
President at the time he vetoed H. R. 12.
The source of the figures and the bases
of calculations are shown in appropriate
footnotes.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TaeLe I—Summary table of increased farm
income improving provisions and edded
value of CCC stocks of H. R. 12 (Agricul-
tural Act of 1956) compared with Eisen=
hower proposals

[Millions of dollars]
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TasLE III.—Increased income from
conservation reserve—Continued

Eisenhower
HR.12 program
Agricnl-
tural
Act of |Veto an-| Original
1956 | nounce- | pro-
ment posal
Estimated surplus at 1955
sup ort prices (per-
........ 2 0 2
Acldlliomll “eut In supply
:crwnt _____________ 1 0 0
16 0 0
g 0 s
Price index (percent) 8. 106 ] 100
Gross income index (pe
= e R S e 103 0 98
Farm gross income (mil-
lions of dollars) *._.._____ $8,446 | $8,106 $8,036
Reserve ﬂa ments (mil-
lions of doilars). ......... $450 0 $350
Total gross (mimom of
Ly M L o $8,800 | $8,106 $8,386
Less than H. R. 12 (mil-
lions of dollars) . ceeeaeea- 0 $700 £510

Net farm |
provided by H. R.
12 more than by

Refor- Eisenhower pro-

Provislon ence gl
table
Veto an- | Original
nounee- prnro-
ments sals

Milk supports. .o cceeman- I 0 £108
Conservation reserve.....| III $700 510
‘Wheat provisions._.......| IV 239 175
Cotton provisions 230 275

v
Peanats’ oo i NI 12 17

Corn (commereial area)..| VII 768 248
Corn (noncommercial) 127 145
Grain sorghum X a8 38
X 116 116
XI B 82
XII 4 4
Hogs, X1 150 150
Total 2,416 1,819
TasLE IT.—Income from sale of milk in
1956-57
Eisenhower
H.R.12 program
Agricul-
tural
Act of |Veto an-|{ Original
10566 | nounce- | pro-
ment posal
Su port price per hun-
dredwelght. . . oot s9.25| s25| 18015
Farm nmrkctlngs (billion
Nouisids) L il et NI 108 108 108
ross mmme from milk
sales (million dollars). 183,510 (283,510 | 83,402
Less than H, R, 12 (m
lion dollars)......-. 0 0 $108

1 Amended by Secretary of m]grlaﬂl.ure.

1 Understates value of total sinee all milk Is valued
at manufacturing milk price, whereas about 4 goes
into fluid retail sales. owever, the latter are usnally
governed by State or Federal milk marketing orders or
regulations with formulas basing fluid milk prices on
manufacturing milk market averages.

TaBLE III.—Increased income from

conservation reserve
Eisenhower
H.R.12 program
Agricul-
tural
Act of |Veto an-| Original
1956 | nounce- | pro-
ment posal
Authorlzed apgrnprlat!ons
(millions of dollars)...... o $450 (1] $350
Estimated cut in pmduo-
tion (percent) oo 3 0 2

1 Of crops not under acreage reserve.

* Estimate used by Secretary of Agrieulture Benson in
speech at Moorhead-Fargo as 1953 sm}:lus at 1955 prices,
A cut of production of this magnitude would not raise
prices above deplorably low support prices; the only
effect would be to stop flow of commodities to CCC.
Only production cuts above this 2 percent would raise
farm price above the support level,

# Based upon research results of Drs, Kar] Fox and
Willard W, Cochrane, professors of agricultural economs-
ics at Iowa State College and University of Minnesota
College of Agrienlture, respectively.

¢ Production without program equals 100,

® Price without program equals 100,

¢ Gross income without program equals 100,

TABLE IV.—Wheat
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TasLe V.—Cotton

SR Eizenhower
« B program
Agricul-
tural
Act of |Veto an-| Orizinal
1056 nounes- Pro-
ment | posall
Parity pr{e:a1 official grade, R IR T
verpoumnid. . Z: 2. : N
Adjustments for 7-inch
Middling, per pound___| §0.02 $0.02 40
Psrifﬁ price, averago
o per pound______ --| 4 $0.372 | $0.368 | 4%0.348
Bupport percentage_.____ 90 8244 81
Support price, avemge
per pound__._____ $0.337 | $0.304 $0. 282
C C mlus price pereent-
..................... ¥105 105 §100
Mnrket prlca, “average T i
........ 304 . 282
1956 pmtf)e ction wlth ACTe- = . #
aga reserve (million
................... 13.2 13.2 13.2
Cut in production by acre-
ngn reserve (million
................... 3.6 0 143
1966 production (million
................... 0.6 13.2 8.9
Groas income from cotton ;
m]es (million do]lar*!)-..- $1,705 | $2, 006 §1,254
i}e expenses (mil-
m . dollars)_ ... 2.0 $1,106 | $1,337 $030
Net lncumn from es
(mu.llon tlollars) ......... $600 1609 $324
yment
FEBlllion dollars A i $300 o $300
otal net Income (m:
dollars)....... = $899 £669 $624
than
lion dollars) - 0 $230 $275

1 Offers and askings included in the “Dear George™
(Aiken letter signed by Secretary Benson).

% 01d parity.

# Modernized parity.

4 Existing law, continued in force by H. R. 12, specifies
that Z4-inch Middling shall be the official grade for

parity price and support purposes; this adds 2 cents
Eisenhower per pound. Eisenhower recommended that repeal of
H.R.12 program this provision.
Af;:;]“‘t' i Acreage reserve cut in production would require
Act of {Veto an-| Original market to buy at OCC sales prices. Existing law,
1956 | nounce-| pro- continued in force by H. R. 12, set this at not less than
ment | posal 105 percent support. With the market partially de-
pendent on CCO, the CCO sales price would set market
Parity price, per bushel.__| 182,51 | 282,38 | 282,38 price.
Support percentage. ... o) 84 76 ¥ 0.337 times 500 equals $168.50; £168.50 divided by 2
Btg)gurt price, per bushel..| ~ $2.26 152 SL.BL  equals $84.16; $300 million divided by $84.25 equals 36
wios price perednt | s b aoels dape | anion bales;
Marh_e‘t-;)ﬁ(';z:_ﬂa_l: bushel__| 482,30 2| 4181 1282 times 500 equals $141; 141 divided by 2 equals
gproduetlon (million $70.50; $300 million divided by $70.50 equals 4.3 million
----------------- L e 938  pales.
Cut ﬂ}l‘i}* ?hm:g?s} o b322 0 b 417
million bushels) ...
!Béﬁ production (million TasLE VI.—Peanuts
bushels). .- oooioiieeme 616 938 521
Gross income from wheat
(million dollars)________| $1,472 | §1,876 §943 Eisenhower
Operating expense (mil- H.R.12 program
fon dollars) .- ... © $082 | & §1, 250 $628 Agricul-
Net income (million dol- tural
Jars)s §400 $626 $315 Act of |Veto an-| Original
Reserve payments (mil- - = 1956 |nounce-| pro-
lion dollars) . .. -eeeeeoen 375 ] 75 ment | posal
Total net income [rom
wheatland (million dol-
$626 £590 120,13 2$0.13
$239 $175 8214 75
$0. 107 $0.008
1 0ld parity. 1, 610 1,010
2 Transitional parity. i 0 0
# Announced. 1056 mductlon million
4 Both H. R. 12 and Eisenhower original proposal pou!ﬁ'ds] ________ E ________ 1, 500 1,610 1,610
would pay wheat farmers approximately $375 million Gross income from
not to grow wheat. This would cut annual production nuts (million dollars)___. $180 172 £157
below annual market needs and thus require market to  © 1‘““ expenses (mil-
buy CCC stocks. Under the circumstances the COCC ion ovuars (!‘ﬂi-.lii-i;r'l-;!-l;f-- $120 $114 $104
sale price sets the market price. Eisenhower initlally “jarqy. ' $63 $58
recommended sales at market but backed down on that  Acreage payment
after thunderstorm of protests and substituted 100 per- (rnillion dullars} ......... 7 0 0
cent of support price. Existing law, continued in force ‘Total net income (million
by H. R. 12 sets 105 percent of support as CCC minimum D llars helow I Ro1% §70 $58
sale price. ‘Cmillion dollars)... - 0 $12 $17
# $2.26 times 50 percent (estimated payment per bushel SrpeET
cut) equals $1.13; $375 million divided by $1.13 equals Tol

822 million bushels,
¢ $1.81 time 50 percent equals $0.91; $375 million plus
91 equals 417 million bushels,

parity.
2 Transitional parity.
3126 divided i:y 2 equals 0.063; $7 million divided by
063 equals 111 million pounds,




6496

TasLE VII.—Corn (commercial-corn area)
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TasLe IX.—Grain sorghum—Continued

=l Eisenhower T Eisenhower =ises Eisenhower
«R.12 program + . program L program
Agricul- Agricul- Agrieul-
tural tural tural
Act of {Veto an-{ Original Act of |Veto an-| Original Act of |Veto an-| Orlginal
1956 | nounce-| pro- 1956 | nounce- | pro- 1956 | nounce-| pro-
ment | posal ment | posal ment | posal
Parity price_..... emeeeeese] 1§L82 ]| 2$1.73| 4178 1955 oduction (million ri price, per bushel __| 181.41 | 78116 | 25116
Supporll?mmnmge,...__., 90 81 81 Er ................. 233 233 233 ]i:)t price, per bushel..| *$1,50 $1.16 $1.16
E:.;B:So _____________ $1. 64 $1. 50 $1. 40 Cut by I:I. R, 12 (million Bgrodm:tlon, million
prlca percent- 47 0 0 -bushels . _ . . . __ .. 20 b b ]
______________________ 105 100 100 . Rcroduction (million Cut required by H. R, 12,
Mm-ke; priohz ol sl 181.72 $1.40 ] 18140 bu% ................. 186 233 233 million bushels__________ 4 0 0
1956 pr{xluctlon (million Gross from grain sorghum 1856 production, million
2, 400 2, 400 2, 400 (million dollars)... $428 £419 $410 25 29 29
Cut by acmgu Teserve Operating expenses Gross from rye, million
(mi.l]lon bushels) . ....... 350 0 430 ion dollars)........ $286 $280 $280 e T PR T $38 $34 $34
1056 production (million Net income from (0] ratlnq expenses, mil-
b W)z pier ki L T0k0°| 1,800 1,970 (million dollms) 5 §142 $139 $139 ion dollars $13 $11 $11
Gross Income from corn Acreape reserve pa Net from sales
(million dollars) - . -.._...| $3,506 | $2,700 | $2,758  (million dn‘llara) ......... 435 0 I T iR $25 $23 328
Operating expenses (mil- Total net income (million Acreage reserve
fon dollars). _-oeooronnae $2,338 | $2,000 | $1,838 [Ty P e PRI $177 $139 $139 million dollars $2 0 0
Net income from sales L- LhauH R, 12 (million Total net income,
(million dollars) . ... §1,168 §700 $920 dollarey: s st o 0 $38 $38 dollars._ ... 827 $23 $23
ﬁﬁammguge payment o . o L%s;sﬁhun H.R.12, -
‘million dollars). _....... , [ 13 e A e
Total net in m“m (Gaiition 1 85 percent of modernized parity. # #
Bl was| oo wymo Asnounmed by ety of Agcuity Benson.
““““““ ;i i percent cuts in feed grain production,
u&?ﬂ:&“ HRD {million $768 $248 grain prices will rise to competitive relation with cort, . 155 Btees of r;lgg‘a;gmed porer. Benson..
_ . 4 Estimated 20 percent cut from 1955 acreage: : Com‘geﬁtiva ‘market with wheat and corn whose
) TasLE X.—0ats deeplycut b mmgsmawa.
. :g]—é m:lts’. ety *lﬁ-perl:ent eut requ by H. R. 12.
TA reserve would cut productlon sufficiently Elsenhower
that market would have to draw on CCO stocks at 105 H.R.12 program TasLE XIII.—Hogs, oattie, and other
pemAnt of support sales plalee. RN Akt Atm'iﬂl:l- perishables
reserve wonld cut production sufficiently ura
that marﬁut would have to draw on CCC stocks at 100 Act of |Veto an-| Original
pement of support sales price, 1056 |nounce- | pro- Eisenhower
4 Production estimate based on 43 million acre allot- ment H.R.12 program
ment annuunmd by Secretary compared with 51 million Agricul-
acre allotment included in I, R. 12, tural
Sapport price, per bushel._| 1$0.72 | ?80.50 130,59 Act of |Veto an-| Original
Market price, per bushel..| ?$0.80 $0. 59 20. 50 1956 |nounce-| pro-
TasLe VIII.—Corn in moncommercial areas 1955 Produetlon (millipn ment
1,576 1,576 1,576
Eisenhower 4 236 0 0 Alilided mlarg funds (mil- 350 3 :
H.R.12 ram on d 2
Agricul- ETe bushels)............_.__| 1,340 [ 1,576 1,576  Farmers share (perce 30 30 20
tural Gross from oats (million Increased hog and cattle,
Act of [Veto an-| Original dollars) .- ooeocaooo. | $1,072 $930 $030 gross (million dollars) i $150 0 0
1956 | nounce- | pro- Operating expensges (mil- Less than H. R, 12 (mi]
ment posal jon dollars) - - .- -cco--. §$714 $620 $620 lion dul.lars)--,.......-.... 0 $150 $150
Net income from sales
(million dollars) . ....o.-- $358 £310 $310
Parity price, per bushel____| $1.82 $1.73 $1.73  Acreage reserve payments 1 This table relates only to the direct price support
gupport pagntagosﬁa; e It'fo' 5 .’seo, 7 5{01 5 (g‘illimtalduilars) ......... Sﬁg 913 3313 pu:ch&ﬁsgf rillaait3 prl%diucts from p:{g% tsnol mluioaiznicraase
upport r I .40 1.12 L0 otal net income. .oeeen-- ovi v 1. APpPro| on for sec. 32 funds,
M:frkot Lo 'w .......... f31.64 | 33112 $1.05 Lessthon H. R.12........ 0 116 116 ftrtnkas no of P ing effect upon
1955 pmductlon (millions : livestock Producers ora mductlon in supply and increase
Cutby 1 Roi Giens | | ™ 75 185 percent of modernized parity. e
< * Announced by Secretary of Agriculture Benson,
of bushels) ... R t118 0 0 1 Owing to eut in feed grain production market prices M. HUMPHREY Mr. President, T
1*;?‘]%?;}1'0“ (millions Ay g 7s5  Would be competitive with corn at 90 percent of parity. cannot help digressing to say that it
Gross Income from corn +IE RS EUL L dorpie: somewhat amuses me when I recall that
(millions of dollars)_____| $1, 084 $870 824 L the administration prides itself on its
o (il TasLe XI.—Barley o o P! T :
siunsotdollnrs) .......... 122 $686 $650 us: slike efficiency. e administra-
Net income from corn sales Eilsenhower tion really has made considerable polit-
(millions of dollars)..... $a62| g3 | o sure H.R.12|  program ical capital from its alleged businesslike
Acreage reserve ymnts Agricul-
(mmtom of dollars) ... $58 0 0 tural efficiency. This would lead one to be=-

Total net income {rom corn
land (millions of dollars).|  $420 $203 $274
Lessthan H. R.12.._..__ SRS 127 146

Act of [Veto an-{ Orlginal
1956 | nounce-| pro-
ment posal

185 percent of 90 percent of old parity price of corn.
175 percent of 81 percent of transitional parity price of

eorn.

275 p t of $1.50 ar d in veto

{ Owing to operation ol acreage reserve for commercial
eorn and other feed grains, noncommercial areas would
become deficit areas and need to import corn thus raising
loeal market price to at least equal the commercial area
price,

4 15 percent cut in acres required by law,

TasLe IX.—Grain sorghum

Eisenhower
H.R.12 program

Agricul-
tural

Act of |Veto an-| Original
1856 | nounce- | pro-
ment

Sun%ﬂrt price, per bushel..| 1$1.13 | 280.93 | #$0.03
Market price, per bushel. .| 381,24 $0.93 $0.93
1955 ]production. million

.................. 301 301 a1
Cut required %ll R. 12,
million bushels. ... 159 0 0
1956 &mducuon, million
il S e 332 a0 am

Gm@# from barley, million

$412 $364 $304

Operatin, axpensos, mil-
fon dollars...... e a5 $288 $242 §242
Net income from sales,
million dollars. ..o..one.. $124 $122 $122
Acreage reserve payment,
million dollars. ....ve... $30 0 0
Total net income, million
dollarad. ool g v ol L $154 $122 122

Lcssthanﬂ R. 12, million
L LT RS S e 0 $32 $32

1 85 percent of modernized parity,

2 Announced by Secretary of Agriculture,

2 Competitive with corn level In view of acreage cuts
in feed grains

4 lfrpcrcent cut in acréage,

lieve that when the administration pre-
pares statistics, when it makes analyses
of economic matters, it comes up with
prompt answers which are efficient and
accurate.

Yet, I must say again that I would like
to have an explanation from the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and the President of
the new economic factors which they
have found between last Friday, when
the Department closed its doors for the
weekend, or since last Saturday, if the
Department worked on Saturday, and
Monday, when the President issued his
veto message; because the price of one
commodity after another was lifted over-
night under support levels by the sheer
announcement of the President, who says
he believes in a free economy, in the law
of supply and demand; who says he is
efficient and that his administration is
efficient.
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Irepeat: Either the Secretary of Agri-
culture did not know what he was doing
last week, and therefore should be dis-
missed this week; or, if the Secretary
knew what he was doing last week, and
-had honest answers, under the 1954 Act
and the criteria established therein, to
questions relating to the establishment
of price support levels, there is only one
.other explanation, namely, that the
President must have picked figures out
of the air to justify his veto, and to pump
money back into the economy quickly,
without any legislative power or di-
rective.

Furthermore, the advance-payment
idea is one of the most unusual pro-
grams of which I have ever heard. It is
a program of advance payments for
something that has not even, as yet, been
agreed to by the farmers who will par-
ticipate.

Mr. President, I wish to say, in reply
to the Senator from California, the able
minority leader, that the sources of the
figures are to be found, for example, in
the reports of the Agricultural Market-
ing Service, or the Commodity Credit
Corporation, or the indexes reports re-
ceived by the Congress; and also, for
example, based on results of research by
Dr. Earl Fox and Dr. Willard W. Coch-
rane, professors of agricultural eco-
nomics at Iowa State College and Uni-
versity of Minnesota College of Agricul-
ture, respectively.

Mr, President, I have completed my
remarks, with the exception of yielding
for the purpose of questions.

I now yield to the Senator from Ala-
bama.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I desired to ask the
Senator a question based on the Presi-
dent’s veto message, which reads, in
part:

Farmers are not interested In price alone.
‘What they really want for their families is
more net income.

In his veto message and in his speech
following the message the President rec-
ommended that Congress enact quickly
& soil-bank program, nothing else.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me ask the Sen-
ator this guestion. As a matter of fact,
does the soil-bank program, standing
alone, increase net income? Rather,
does it not depress the income?

Mr. HUMPHREY. At best, it is re-
placement income.

Mr., SPAREMAN. At best.

Mr. HUMPHREY. At best, it is re-
placement income,

Mr. SPARKMAN. But even for it to
be replacement income, we must assume
the farmer will get out of participation
in the program as much as he would have
gotten out of tilling the same numpber of
acres. Is that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY, There is one other
factor, namely, that if the soil-bank pro-
gram could be widely enough adopted,
and sufficient acreage could be cut back
at one time so that the amount of land
in production could be limited, it would
have the indirect effect of lifting prices.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But the program
has to be projected one crop ahead, in
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order to accomplish that purpose. Is
that not correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is true.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In other words, the
immediate result is not to increase net
income. Is not that a strong argument
in favor of many of the other provisions
which were carried in the bill the Presi-
dent vetoed?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say “Yes.” The
Senator from Florida and the Senator

from New Mexico, who are now present, .

both advanced arguments for the com-
pulsory type of soil bank, namely, that
if farmers were to partake of the bene-
fits, they would have to participate in
the soil-bank proposal. I say to them
that the administration did not want a
compulsory program. It wanted a vol-
untary program. It said the incentive
payments would be big enough to get
farmers to come into the program. So
the Anderson-Holland proposal was not
accepted in commitiee. It was accepted
on the floor, after Senators heard debate
about it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. But it was modified
in conference.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I may have been
misguided, although I think not; but as
an individual and as one Senator, I sub-
mit that one reason why I voted for
higher supports, with soil-bank provi-
sions, was that the benefit payments for
soil-bank participation were to be at 50
percent of the support level. When sup-
port levels are decreased, the total pay-
ments are decreased. If there were to be
a soil bank program on a voluntary prin-
ciple—and it is highly debatable whether
that is desirable, but that is what the ad-
ministration wished—with incentives or
benefits, then the benefits would have to
be increased, and the only way the ben-
efits could be increased, under the ad-
ministration’s own proposal, would be
to get the prices up. I say that theory
and the logic behind it can lead to but
one conclusion, namely, that there was a
bit of hypocrisy involved, because if
lower price supports are going to be re-
ceived, lower benefits are going to be re-
ceived, and if benefits of soil-bank par-
ticipation are lowered, participation will
be lowered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And net income will
be lowered.

Mr. HUMFHREY. If one were really
for the Anderson-Holland proposal, then
he ought to be for higher supports to en-
courage soil-bank participation, because
that is the only way it would work.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have been following
with interest and appreciation the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota. I want to bring him good
news and cheerful news in at least one
respect, namely, that the soil bank bill
today introduced by the Senator from
Florida for himself, the Senator from
New Mexico, and the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, does contain the ecompulsory
features. I understand some Senators
on the other side of the aisle have joined
us, whom we are happy to have associ-
ated with us. The Senator from Florida
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is glad to hear that the Senator from
Minnesota now favors that feature.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I said I thought it
had considerable merit, and I am prone
to support it if the administration ean be
kept from recommending it, which I say
because I have found the administra-
tion’s recommendations to be completely
unreliable. If the Senator can present it
on his own, perhaps he will get my
support.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sorry the Sen-
ator says only that he is coming to the
point where he is almost persuaded. I
hope before long he will be completely
persuaded and will join us. I want to
assure him there is a place on the team
for him. We shall need his help in pull-
ing the wagon. We shall welcome his
signature on the bill, if he desires to join
in sponsoring it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor. The proposal reminds me—not this
particular proposal, but as it is related
to the total farm program—of one who
was invited to participate in a canoe trip,
but then was told, “We are short of
canoes, but we have peanut shucks.”
‘We cannot sail in what the Senator sug-
gests. It is a tidbit of the total program.

As one who has learned the hard way
that one does not always get what he
wants, or should get, or needs, perhaps
we shall have to do the best we can to
satisfy the immediate needs of the
farmers, the very limited needs, not all
of them. If the President is really so
anxious—and I gather there is a frenzy
of activity in the White House and they
can hardly wait to get out of town—if
they really want to do something, there
is already a law on the books to author-
ize them to start a soil-bank program.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wish to go further
and commend the distinguished Senator
for having himself introduced a soil-
bank bill last year, but I regret to say
there were no compulsory features in
the bill. I hope he will reconsider his
position and join us in supporting the
compulsory features. I think the distin-
guished Senator last year recognized
what others of us have recognized this
year, that the preferred way to approach
the problem, big as it was, which in-
volved $1,200,000,000 a year, was to ask
for authorization from Congress for this
particular effort.

I call the Senator’s attention to the
fact that we have actually a chance to
pass on a budget in acting on appropria-
tions. The Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee on Agriculture, of which I
happen to be a member, is now sitting.
If the Senator has a program for a
$1,200,000,000 program which he would
like to add to the budget, that avenue is
open to him. It was open to him last
year. I think the Senator was showing
his good sense when he approached the
matter last year by offering an author=
ization bill. I am sorry the bill was not
considered or approved then, with any
changes that may have been made, in-

. eluding the feature of compulsion, as to

which I hope the Senator will join us.
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The point I bring to the Senator’s
attention is that this administration has
submitted to the Congress, as every ad-
ministration must under the law, a
budget showing what amount is ex-
pected to be spent under the legislation
which is now on the books, to which the
distinguished Senator has referred, and
that we have from year to year—includ=
ing last year, and also including this
year, by means of action already taken
at the other end of the Capitol—ap-
proved those budgets rather closely.
It seems to me that the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota and all the
others of us must realize that before
entering into a program involving addi-
tional expenditures—expenditures six
times as large as the normal expendi-
tures for the program which now is on
the statute books—it was wise and it
was good government for the adminis-
tration to seek legislative approval, and
that it would have been regarded as al-
most utter folly for this administration
or the preceding one or any other ad-
ministration to seek to proceed with
such a program without obtaining legis-
lative approval of it, particularly when
so many of the features of the program
were additions to existing law—as, for
instance, the features of the acreage re-
serve program in the soil bank, which
involves making payments by way of in-
ducement.

Upon a careful reading of the bill now
on the statute books, I have not been
able to find in it any provisions which
would have justified action on the part
of executive officers, without prior ap-
proval by the Congress, in paying out
more than the product involved was
worth, in order to get farmers to agree
to abandon production for 1 year on
their particular land; and I think the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
will agree with me that there are in the
measure which Congress passed, in the
case of the soil-bank program, features
which not only greatly transcend in
amount, but also greatly transcend in
their details and in respect to some of
the objectives sought to be carried out,
those embraced in the present law.
Does not the Senator from Minnesota
agree with those statements?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not fully, I say
most kindly.

First, I wish to say that under the Soil
Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act, as amended, there is authority to
engage in a much larger soil conserva-

. tion program than the one the admin-
istration is engaging in at the present
time. I believe that under sections 7
and 8 of that act there is a $5 million
authorization. So the administration
could have requested an expanded au-
thorization. The smart lawyers in the
executive departments should know
what the present authorization is. The
departments have large staffs of so-
called experts who should be familiar
with those details,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me
at this point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Bcorr in the chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Florida?
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask the Senator
from Florida to wait a moment, please.

Furthermore, Mr. President, let me
say that insofar as the soil-conservation
program is concerned, if I am not mis-
taken the Appropriations Committee
from time to time, at the request of the
Department of Agriculture—and after
holding hearings for the purpose, and
obtaining testimony from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture—has included in
the appropriation bills, even though such
provisions may have amounted to legis-
lative language, all kinds of directions
regarding the use of funds. Let me say
most respectfully to the Senator from
Florida that if the Secretary of Agri-
culture believes that this matter is so
urgent and that time 'is wasting—and
let me point out that we shall not be
able to report such a bill in several
days—at least at long last the Depart-
ment of Agriculture knows a little about
soil ‘conservation and the soil-bank pro-
gram. Apparently the Department did
not know anything about them on Jan-
uary 12, because I have read from the
testimony given before our committee,
where both the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and the Under Secretary of Agri-
culture said they were unprepared with
the details of such a program. But now
they are prepared with the details; and
I say that many of those details can be
worked out under existing law. I say,
further, that the Department of Agri-
culture is considering the matter right
now.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield to
me at this point?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I agree with the
Senator from Minnesota that the De-
partment of Agriculture has within it
some able men, But I am not willing
to admit that the Department has any
abler men than the Senator from Minne-
sota or the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSON] or many other Members
of this body. I call the attention of the
Senator from Minnesota to the fact that
last year, when he thought some pro-
vision should be made for this program,
he did not request that such a provision
be handled by the Appropriations Com-
mittee—and I think he was wise in tak-
ing that position—and he did not of-
fer on the floor of the Senate an amend-
ment to achieve soil-bank legislation by
way of indirection—and I think he was
wise in that decision,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Bub let me say I
supported other appropriations.

Mr. HOLLAND. And the Senator
from Minnesota had not attempted to
proceed by indirection in this instance.

Inasmuch as I should now be in at-
tendance at the committee session, I
must make my remarks rather brief; but
I wish to say that I believe the approach
adopted by the Senator from Minnesota,
in proposing specific legislation, was the
wise and the only proper one, in view of
the large size of the program and the
fact that it called for a departure from
existing programs. I would not agree
that by means of setting up a committee
and later by means of action taken at
the suggestion of the Appropriations
Committee, a program involving $1,-

April 18

200,000,000 and covering many details

which certainly are not covered by ex-
isting law, should have been initiated.

I think the best way the Senator from
Minnesota can accomplish his purpose
is for him to jump right in with the Sen~
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON],
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT-
1anD], and the Senator from Florida,
and other Senators who now are sup-
porting proposed soil-bank legislation by
itself, and to help to have it passed by
the Congress speedily and sent to the
President for his signature. So I ex-
tend the warmest possible invitation to
my friend, the Senator from Minnesota,
to join in that effort. :

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
realize the warmth of the invitation, and
I thank the Senator from Florida.

Mr. President, I conclude my remarks
by saying that, first, I introduced the
soil-bank bill because I felt that it was
essential to have permanent, mandatory
legislation on that subject.

I am frank to say that as a Member
of the Senate I myself did not fully ap-
preciate the significance of all the lan-
guage in the act of 1935, as amended, as
regards conservation and what we term
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Al-
lotment Act. I do not profess to be a
lawyer or an expert on agricultural law;
but I say that the Department of Agri-
culture is simply loaded with such law-
yers and experts, who supposedly know
what is in the law.

Furthermore, Mr. President, my argu-
ment is that at first this administration
was opopsed to a soil bank, but sud-
denly the administration got a passion
for it, when it felt the soil bank was
popular. And now  the administration
has a super-passion for the soil bank,
when it thinks it ean eause trouble for
others by taking that position.

I repeat, that under the existing act
of 1935, as amended, there already is
authority for the administration’s soil-
bank proposal, or at least authority for
many phases of it. Under existing law,
the administration could have doubled
the payments proposed to be made to
farmers for taking crops out of produc-
tion. Specific language on that point is
to be found in the existing law. But the
administration, which had complained
about the soil bank when it was proposed
by others, did not even know that under
existing law there was already author-
ity for the establishment of a soil bank.
Furthermore, when others proposed the
creation of a soil bank, by means of ap-
propriate legislation, the administration
said, “No,” and said that a soil bank
would be too expensive. At that time the
administration thought it would cost
$400 million to establish a soil bank, and
at that time the administration thought
a soil bank would be too expensive.

Now the administration says that $1,-
200,000,000 is needed for a soil bank, and
that such a soil bank will not be too
expensive. Instead of being too expen-
sive, Mr. President, the administration
now wants $1,200,000,000 made available
at once for a soil bank. In fact, Mr.
President, the administration wants to
get a soil-bank program into operation
so quickly that it is willing to send out
checks for payments in connection with
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the soil bank before anyone agrees to
participate in the soil bank. That would
be exactly like having an insurance com-
pany make payments on an accident in-
surance policy before the policy was
taken out, or before an accident oc=-
curred. An insurance company which
attempted to operate on that basis would
not be in business very long, Mr. Presi-
dent. I have never heard of so ridicu-
lous a proposal

This administration is supposed to
have financial and fiscal responsibility;
but this proposal by it is the epitome
of irresponsibility. This adminisfration
says it has “bold, new programs;” but
it did not even know what was included
in the old program, much less in the new
one. The administration is like the man
on the flying trapeze: It flies through the
air with the greatest of ease, and then
purloins someone else’s proposals.

In 1954 the administration made use
of surplus set-asides, even though pre-
viously it had objected to them; when
they were called for in a bill which pre-
viously was before the Congress, the ad-
ministraiton opposed them bitterly. In
short, when anyone else advocated them,
the administration branded the attempt
as “economic opportunism.”

Mr. President, I am sick and tired of
such attitudes on the part of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Agriculture.
I am sick and tired of having statistics
misused.by the President and his Sec-
retary of Agriculture. I say they did
not understand what was in the farm
bill the President vetoed; and they have
not been willing to work with the Con-
gress on an effective program. Instead,
they balk and drag their feet and re-
fuse and become stubborn. Today we
find that the very proposals which they
proclaim as the salvation of the econ-
omy are the same as proposals which
5 months ago they denounced—the very
proposals with respeet to which they
had no details to offer as late as the
middle of January 1956. This is poli-
tics at its best—or worst. Look at it
either way. At best, it is shabby poli-
tics. The farmers will see through it.
They will ask questions. The wheat
farmers are going to ask, “Why was the
price support level 76 percent of parity
in the first 2 weeks of April, but 84 per-
cent afterward?” Why did the dairy
farmer receive less for his milk just a
few days ago than he will receive in line
with the President’s announcement in
the veto message?

Perhaps we have done some good in
the Senate by this fight. Perhaps, at
long last, we have aroused the President
to a realization that he made some com-
mitments in his campaign in 1952. Per-
haps, at long last, we have aroused Mr.
Benson to understand that there is
trouble in rural America. Perhaps, at
long last, he realizes that a price of
$3.15 a hundred for milk is unfair. Per-
haps, at long last, he will understand
that $1.81 for wheat under price sup-
ports is unfair. Perhaps he will realize
that he cannot play footloose and fancy
free in the Senate, “wheeling and deal-
ing” on corn, cotton, and other crops.

Consider the announcement of the
President of $1.50 a bushel for corn in
commercial areas, with an acreage allot-
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ment of 43 million acres. If the Presi-
dent does not know that that is unwork-
able, someone should inform him. Ac-
cording to the testimony, with 49 mil-
lion allotted acres of corn, there was
very limited compliance with the pro-
gram, and very limited participation.

Fifty-one million acres was the recom-
mendation of many of the administra-
tion’s own statisticians. Now they are
to have an acreage allotment of 43 mil-
lion acres, with a price of $1.50 a bushel
in the commercial corn area, with the
remainder at a price ranging from about
$1.25 to $1.28. This Senator, who comes
from a State which produces a great
abundance of agricultural commodities,
makes the statement at this time that
the price of corn in the Midwest will be
from $1.25 to $1.28. The farmer will
find out about the price. The program
advanced by the administration is not
only unworkable; it is uneconomic and
unjustifiable.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
elerks, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill (S.
1736) to amend section 5146 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, relating to
the qualifications of directors of national
banking associations.

The message informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 64, 84th
Congress, the Speaker of the House of
Representatives appointed himself, Mr.
McCormack, of Massachusetts, and Mr.
MarTIN, of Massachusetts, as members of
the joint committee to make the neces-
sary arrangements for the inauguration
of the President-elect and Vice Presi-
dent-elect of the United States on the
21st day of January 1957, on the part of
the House.

The message announced that the
House of Representatives having pro-
ceeded to reconsider the bill (H. R. 12)
to provide an improved farm program,
returned by the President of the United
States with his objections, to the House
of Representatives, in which it orig-
inated, and it was resolved that the
said bill do not pass, two-thirds of the
House of Representatives not agreeing
to pass the same.

REVIEW OF FOREIGN POLICY—IV—
A CONSTRUCTIVE POLICY IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, last
January I began a series of discussions in
the Senate on various aspects of the in-
ternational situation. I have since out-
lined the issues, as I understand the is-
sues, which confront us in southeast
Asia and in the north African crisis.

When I began these discussions last
January, I stated:

If the national interest requires us to rise
above political considerations in matters of
foreign policy, it also requires us to under-
take a vigorous review of that policy, It re-
quires us to make an unremitting search for
facts and ideas which may guide us in deal-
ing with difficulties abroad.
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It is in that spirit that I address the
Senate

The need for constant Senate review of
policy is nowhere more clearly evident
today than in connection with the Middle
East. There is universal recognition of
the real and imminent danger of war in
that part of the world. Skirmishes are
taking place along the borders of Israel,
Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, and even air
duels have been fought.

The President and the Secretary of
State have repeatedly made clear the
deep concern of the United States over
these trends toward all-out conflict. Ad-
ditional marines and a division of de-
stroyers have been sent to the Mediter-
ranean, and elements of the United
States 6th Fleet are even now patrolling
off Israeli and Arab ports.

I do not question either the concern or
the actions of the executive branch in
this matter. What disturbs me, however,
is that they relate to a situation the sig-
nificance of which is little understood in
this country. Yet the need for public
understanding is very great. It is even
more; it is absolutely essential, if there
is to be public acceptance and support
of policies which will serve the totality
of American interests in the Middle East.

When we speak of the Middle East, we
are speaking of one of the decisive politi-
cal regions of the world. It ranks among
the great crossroads of the earth, pro-
viding passage by land, sea, and air be-
tween Europe, Asia, and Africa. Today
the Middle East is emerging from a
sweeping political transition. At the
close of World War I, the region was
transferred from Turkish authority
into the hands of Great Britain and
France. In turn, European political
control, weakened by World War II, has
now virtually disappeared. Where that
control has not been withdrawn will-
ingly, it has been forced out by the rising
tides of militant nationalism and popular
unrest.

France has gone completely from the
area. British power remains at Cyprus
in the eastern Mediterranean. The
British also maintain a tenuous foot-
hold in Aden, at the base of the Arabian
Peninsula, and in a group of small sheik-
doms along the Persian Gulf.

In place of European domination in
the Middle East, there have emerged a
number of independent states. These
include the Jewish homeland of Israel
and the Arab countries of Lebanon,
Syria, Egypt, Jordan, Iraq, Yemen, and
Saudi Arabia. On the political spectrum,
the new states range from western-type
democracy to absolute monarchy.

There is great wealth for a few in the
Middle East. For the many, however,
life is a grim struggle against natural
and manmade elements for the barest
subsistence. The wealth comes from
inequitable economic systems. It also
comes from petroleum; much of the re-
gion floats on a sea of foil containing
perhaps two-thirds of the world’s re-
sources in this vital source of power.
The Western companies drill it and pay
enormous royalties for the privilege,
only a trickle of which filters down to
the impoverished people.

Mr. President, a far-reaching political
transition in a setting of this kind ecan
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hardly take place without shock and dis-
location. The lid of external restraint
cannot be removed from over 40 million
diverse people without a dangerous boil=-
ing over of the ambitions, the angers,
the fears, and the rivalries which the
lid has long held submerged.

It is not surprising, then, that the
threat of full-scale conflict between Is-
rael and the Arab States hangs over the
Middle East. It is not surprising that
a bitter antiwesternism seethes through
much of the region, It is not surprising
that obscure rivalries pulsate beneath
the apparent unity of the Arab States as
they vie with one another for leadership.
It is not surprising that the restless mil-
lions throughout the area can be led to
strike out first in one direction and then
in another in their blind and incompre-
hending fury against the burden of pov-
erty and exploitation which they have
carried for so long.

We eannot stop these churning forces
in the Middle East. But what this coun-
try does or does not do will have a pro=
found impact on the situation in the
Middle East. Our policies will either
ease or intensify the present tensions.
Our policies will either contribute to the
impending explosion or act to prevent
it.

It seems to me, however, that before
we do anything we need to have clearly
in mind what our interests are in that
area. Only on that basis can we hope to
build an intelligible and acceptable pol-
icy, a constructive policy for the Ameri-
can people to pursue.

Our direct economic interests in the
Middle East are substantial. American
business holds petroleum concessions of
great potential value in that area.
Americans have invested more than a
billion dollars in these undertakings.
The air and sea routes which pass
through the region are also of consider-
able importance to our commerce,

In the event of war, access to these
routes and even to land passages in the
Middle East would be of great signifi-
cance. It is conceivable, too, that our
airbase concession at Dharan in Saudi
Arabia might also be useful in wartime.
We should bear in mind, however, that
the utility of that base is already sharply
restricted by the Government of Saudi
Arabia and there is no assurance that
the concession which expires shortly will
be continued.

The United States also has a human
interest in the Middle Eastern people.
It has been expressed in our contribu-
tion to the U. N. relief program for the
Arab refugees. It has been expressed in
assistance of various kinds to the Arab
States and to Israel totaling half a bil-
lion dollars.

The human interest of the United
States in the Middle East extends to both
Arabs and Israelis. In the case of the
Arabs it goes back many decades to the
work of religious and educational foun-
dations which have long been active in
the region. These early influences still
permeate the policies of this country.

With respect to the Israelis, our con-
cern is of more recent origin, but it is
nonetheless important. This country
supported the re-creation of a Jewish
homeland in the Middle East. We were
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the first to recognize the new State of
Israel in 1948,

On April 16, only a few days ago,
Israel celebrated its eighth anniversary
as a free and democratic nation.

It has sometimes been said that we
have favored in our policies Arab over
Jew, or Jew over Arab. We may well
have differentiated at times between
governments which we believed were
working toward peace or against peace
in the Middle East, and I hope that we
shall continue to do so. That differen-
tiation should not apply, however, to the
common people of the Middle East; they
are all—Arab and Jew alike—eaught up
in the same gathering web of tragedy.

‘We have not become so callous to the
brutality of this era of history that we
are indifferent to the threatened reli-
gious war in the Middle East. We will
not acquiesce, nor will decent mankind
acquiesce, in the senseless slaughter of
thousands of innocent people whether
they be Jews or Arabs.

If I may sum up, then, our interests
in the Middle East are of considerable
extent and importance. They are not
in themselves, however, sufficient to ex-
plain the deep concern of the United
States in this region. They do not begin
to measure the full scope of the impor-
tance of the Middle East to this country.

There are other interests, derivative
interests, but nonetheless real and vital
interests. ¥For years now, the United
States has been closely linked with other
nations in the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. Far from being a burden
as some have contended, these ties have
kept the cost of the national defense of
the United States within the bounds of
the possible. I go further. In my opin-
ion these ties have forestalled the out-
break of world war IIIL

During the last year, however, the
cement of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization has steadily crumbled.
NATO has shown signs of decline. It
may well be that it is disintegrating
faster than the threat which brought it
into being is subsiding. That such is
the case is clearly evident in the recent
request of Iceland that we withdraw our
forces from the island. It is evident in
the recent withdrawal of all of France's
NATO divisions from Europe to North
Africa. It is evident in the growing
antagonism between Greece and Tur-
key. It is evident in the inability to find
a satisfactory solution to the Cyprus
question. It is evident in the testimony
of Admiral Radford before the Foreign
Affairs Committee a few days ago, and
it is evident in the testimony of General
Bradley before the Symington commit-
tee. I wonder if it is evident downtown,
though, when the President, at a press
conference a few weeks ago, stated that
in his opinion NATO was in the best
shape ever, or words to that effect.

Let me make it clear, Mr. President,
that I am not suggesting by these oh-
servations that NATO or any commit-
ment or policy of this country should be
clothed in an inflexibility which admits
of no alteration. We must always be
prepared to make changes to meet
changing eircumstances, What disturbs
me, however, is the erosion of NATO.
The organization has not changed very
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much outwardly, but I believe it has
nevertheless changed in the sense that
it has lost its spirit, its drive, and its
leadership.

If that is already the case, then what
further damage will be done to the or-
ganization by the crisis in the Middle
East? Could this pillar of peace hold
together in the event of a war, even a
local war, in that area? What would be
the effect of such a war on the unre-
solved problems of the eastern wing of
NATO, on Greece, Turkey, and Britain?

And what would be the impact of
violence and chaos in the Middle East
on the Western European members?
Only recently recovered from World
War II, they would face the loss of
petroleum sources in the Middle East
on which their present economic stability
heavily depends. Would they not be
catapulted into a serious rivalry among
themselves which would make a mockery
of European unity? It is not without
significance in this connection that re-
cent Russian trade overtures to Western
Europe have contained hints of growing
sources of petroleum for export in the
Soviet bloc.

Mr. President, I do not wish to labor
the point. I believe it is clear what a
conflict in the Middle East would do to
NATO. It would tear it apart.

Nor would the difficulties end at that
point. Old and new forms of totalitar-
ianism would stalk the ruins of war in
the Middle East. They would look be-
yond the Arab world. Opening before
the eyes of would-be conquerors would
be the vast Moslem community which
extends from the Atlantic coast of North
Africa through central and southern
Asia as far as Indonesia and the south-
ern Philippines in the Pacific, a com-
munity of 800 million people. Could we
stand by idly in these circumstances?
Could others?

The problem which confronts us in
the Middle East, then, is greater than
the saving of American oil concessions,
routes of passage, or air bases, however
important any or all of these may be.
It is greater than human sympathy for
Arabs or Jews, however deeply and sin-
cerely we may feel that sympathy. The
real dimension of the problem in the last
analysis is the preservation of the foun-
dations of world peace with all that im-
plies for us and other nations in a
nuclear age.

The simple fact appears to be that
we cannot afford to permit a major con-
flict to take place in the Middle East.
The Western European nations cannot
afford it. In the last analysis, it is even
possible that the Russians cannot af-
ford it.

It: is one thing for them to play the
ancient game of arms-traffic diplomacy,
when the danger of self-entrapment is
remote. It is another when the game
threatens to touch off fires beyond con-
trol, fires which may spread and fuse
into a worldwide conflagration from
which the Soviet Union along with others
will find no escape.

That moment may be fast approach-
ing. The time to curb the fires may be
soon or never. I do not know what
course the Russian will now take. One
can only hope that they will see the
danger, as others have seen it, in the
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political merchandising of armaments in
the Middle East. It is to be hoped that,
in view of their statement released yes-
terday, they too see this danger and its
implication for them.

Regardless of what the Russians do
or do not do, however, it seems to me
that it is essential for this country to
have a clear understanding of where we
ourselves are headed in the Middle East.
It is essential that we have a construc-
tive policy which will enable us to get
there.

Neither a clear understanding nor a
constructive policy is possible without
an answer to a fundamental question.
I cannot answer it. Other Senators
cannot answer it. The Congress cannot
answer it. The American people indi-
vidually cannot answer it. Only the
President, on behalf of all the people,
can answer it.

The question is basic. It is simply
this: Is the preservation of peace in the
Middle East of vital importance to the
interests of the United States?

I have tried to indicate some of the
factors which must go into the answer.
Others have done the same. The Presi-
dent alone, however, is in the position
to lead in this matter. He alone can
weigh all the factors.

Because this question has yet to be
answered, clearly and unequivocally, our
policies have faltered in the Middle East.
‘We have dabbled in Cyprus while seek-
ing to placate all sides. We have gin-
gerly touched the edges of the Baghdad
Pact. We have preached generalities on
peace to Arab and Israeli while the war
clouds have gathered. We have come
close to a servile appeasement of arro-
gance in at least one instance in our de-
gire to preserve peace. We have called
on the United Nations for action but
have not defined what we mean by action.

Time is running short to alter the dan-
gerous and futile indecision which has
plagued our Middle Eastern policies. I
believe the trend toward war in the
Middle East can still be halted. It can
be halted only if there is a clear under-
standing of what must be done to pre-
serve peace in that region, and only if
there is the courage and the leadership
to do it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, is
the Senator from Montana willing to
yield for a question, or would he prefer
not to be interrupted?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. FULBRICHT. I do not want to
interrupt the Senator’s train of thought;
but in his last observations he seemed to
be very much disturbed about the situa-
tion in the Middle East. However, it is
my impression that the Secretary of
State believes that conditions are much
better in the Middle East than they were
2 years ago, and he so stated to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations a short time
ago. There seems to be some difference
of opinion as to whether conditions now
are serious.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall the in-
stance brought to mind by the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas; but I
suggest that perhaps a lot of water has
gone over the dam in the past month or
so, and that conditions in the Middle
East may have changed for the worse.
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Mr., FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
think eonditions have changed so much
for the worse, or was the Secretary’s
statement that matters have improved
greatly in that area in the past year a
sound judgment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Arkansas knows my position, I have
not agreed with the Secretary of State
that world conditions were looking rosi-
er. As a matter of fact, it has been
my long-held opinion that in the last
year conditions have become steadily
worse, not only in the Middle East, but
all over the world, as well.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator said,
on page 9 of his statement:

We have gingerly touched the edges of the
Baghdad pact.

It was my understanding that the Sec-
retary of State was one of the prime
movers in the origin of the Baghdad
Pact. Is not that correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That was my un-
derstanding, too.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have done a
great deal more than to touch it ginger-
ly; we have really promoted it, although
we have not joined it. Is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In that connec-
tion, is it not a very serious matter that
dominating our whole policy in the Mid-
dle East and in southeast Asia has been
the emphasis upon military assistance,
beginning with the Pakistan assistance,
and continuing through the SEATO or-
ganization and the Baghdad Pact?

I should like to ask the Senator if he
does not believe the present adminis-
tration is placing entirely too much em-
phasis upon purely military affairs, and
too little on political and economic con-
siderations in that area.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I have felt for a
long time that the policy of contain-
ment—a Democratic policy in its ori-
gin—has perhaps outlived its usefulness,
and has become a sort of diplomatic
Maginot Line, However, that policy has
been followed, and its strength is based
upon the defensive military aspect.

In the creation, under the Baghdad
Pact, of the so-called northern tier of
nations, we find Turkey, Irag, Iran,
Pakistan, and Britain allied together;
and we find the United States, one of
the countries most responsible for the
pact, staying outside and showing no
indication of joining. So far as I am
concerned, I believe the United States
should not join the Baghdad Pact,
although I note, aceording to the press,
that Under Secretary of State Loy Hen-
derson, who is at present in either Bagh-
dad or Teheran—I forget which—while
representing the United States at a
Baghdad pact meeting, assured the
members of the pact that this country
was willing to give additional economic
assistance, but indicated that the
United States is not interested, at this
time, at least, in joining the pact itself.
Secretary Henderson is, incidentally, one
of our best diplomats and is an expert
on middle eastern affairs. ‘Secretary
Dulles is to be commended for making
good use of the services of this outstand-
ing man.
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Mr, FULBRIGHT. I shall not delay
the Senator further, except to congratu-
late and encourage him upon this kind
of discussion, which is a part of the series
he has carried on.

I interpreted his remarks of a moment
ago as a plea to the President to exert
some leadership in the formulation of a
policy in the area of the Middle East.
I certainly wish to encourage the Sena-
tﬁr t'm:'m Montana in his efforts to do

at.

Under our system of government, it
is virtually impossible for the Senate to
initiate foreign policy. We have neither
the machinery nor the access to the in-
formation which comes daily from all
over the world; but we are interested in
foreign policy. I think the Senator is
performing a valuable service in urging
the administration to consider seriously
the situation in the Middle East and to
develop policies which have some greater
relationship to the realities in that area,
rather than to try to deceive us into
believing that everything is rosy, that the
Russian policy is collapsing, and that we
are about to prevail in all the areas of
the Middle East,

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate what
the Senator from Arkansas has said. I
look upon him as one of the great states-
men of our time. Certainly he is a keen
student of international affairs, not only
in the Middle East, but in other parts
of the world, as well.

The purpose of my speech today, as
has been the purpose of the previous
three speeches, is to point out the diffi-
culties, but at the same time to try to
be constructive, so that in the field of
foreign policy the administration and
Congress together can seek ways and
means to overcome the tremendous dif-
ficulties which confront this country and
the rest of the free world at present,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis=
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The distinguished
junior Senator from Montana is a valued
member of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. I was delighted when he was
added to the committee in recent years.
He has performed useful service on the
committee. The Senator approaches
problems of foreign policy with fairness,
and he has made a very fine contribution
to our foreign policy. He has visited
the Far East, and was one of the repre-
sentatives of the United States, together
with the distinguished senior Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smire]l, during
the negotiation of one of the pacts.

But I would not want the record to
stand as it does with respect to a state-
ment which was made by the Senator,
and I believe the question should be
raised. On page 9 of his statement, the
Senator from Montana said:

The question is basiec. It is simply this:
Is the preservation of peace in the Middle
East of vital importance to the interests of
the United States?

As the Senator will recall, that state-
ment deals with a question which only
the President of the United States can
answer. I believe it has been answered
by the President. I believe the leader-
ship in both Houses of Congress, the
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chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, the ranking minority member
of that committee, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations as a whole, have been
informed of developments in the area of
the world called the Middle East.

I think the policies which the Govern-
ment of the United States has followed
have basically been aimed at preserving
the peace of the world not only in the
Middle East, but in other sections of the
globe as well.

I may say to the distinguished Senator
that, as one of the charter members of
the United Nations, I think the Govern-
ment of the United States took a very
constructive stand and assumed leader-
ship in the adoption by the Security
Council of the resolution, which was at
first objected to by the representatives
of the Soviet Union, which provided for
the visit of Mr. Hammarskjold to the
Middle East. He is now there. Con-
sultations have been going on. I do not
believe the Secretary of State has ever
argued, at least he has never done so in
my presence, either in a public meeting or
a private meeting, that there were not
difficulties in that area of the world, or
that there were not tensions or dangers
there.

I think the policies our Government
has followed, in operating through the
United Nations, a charter member of
which we, as well as other powers, hap-
pen to be, in urging that organization to
use its good offices as well as the good
offices of the Government of the United
States, have been good policies. Cer-
tainly the implication should not be left
that that matter has not had very close
attention, and that the Government of
the United States, exercising its foreign
policy through the President and the
Secretary of State, has not been mindful
of the problems which confront the
peace of the world, as well as of the coun-
tries which may be immediately involved.

I may say it is one thing to raise the
issues, and I think they should be raised:
it is quite another thing to find the ideal
solution of the problem. As the Senator
has quite properly pointed out, the coun-
tries in that area of the world were for
a long time under the domination of one
power or another. There is a restless-
ness all over the world. In my judg-
ment, colonialism is dead, and I do not
believe a policy based on colonialism
can, in the long run, be a success. I be-
lieve that has been demonstrated in the
Far East. I think it will be demon-
strated in North Africa.

But I wish to say to the Senator that
I do not believe, and I do not think the
Senator from Montana believes, that we
have a right unilaterally to go into the
Middle East and impose our will on the
countries of that area, and attempt to
lay down a dictum which would require
other nations to conform to our views on
what might be the thinking at the mo-
ment, either in the Government of the
United States, or among 1 or 2 other
powers.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I can find very
little fault with what the distinguished
minority leader has just said. I believe
he is raising questions which perhaps he
would not suggest if he listened to my
speech to its conclusion.
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I wish to have it clearly understood
that, so far as I am concerned, I am not
discussing foreign policy because of any
political intent. I believe in giving
credit where credit is due, and I shall
certainly see that that is done; but at
the same time I believe certain issues
should be raised, certain difficulties
should be pointed out. If possible, we
may, together, be able to offer some sug-
gestions. I shall do what I can to help
the administration in the field of foreign
policy, and I know that is the attitude
of the Democratic Party as well.

We recognize the dangers inherent in
a biased foreign policy. We recognize
that in this particular field we are in
it together, win or lose, and we hope to
act accordingly. If I may continue with
my speech, I think the answers to the
questions raised by the distinguished
minority leader will become evident.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. With regard to de-
veloping a foreign policy, I have made it
quite clear heretofore that I think this
administration goes much too far in its
reliance on purely military means to
contain the expansion of Russia, or, to
put it in another way, to prevent the
outbreak of war in the area we have
been discussing.

The Pakistan arms agreement did not
have to be brought before the Senate,
but we were advised of it. At that time
I stated my views on the floor of the
Senate. I still feel the same way about
our foreign aid programs. When the
administration is asking for $4,900 mil-
lion for military hardware or direct mili-
tary support, it is a great nristake; there
is a mistaken reliance on force.

I think the purpose of a discussion, in-
sofar as we can perform any service, is
at least to give voice to our views, If
officials of the administration do not
care to give heed to those views, that is
their business. But I still think the
Senator’s discussion and our questions
are realistic. They are not political in
motivation. They are intended, so far
as I am concerned, to persuade the ad-
ministration to give a little more atten-
tion to the nonmilitary aspects of our
foreign policy, specifically economic
assistance, and, also specifically, cul-
tural activities in this field, which I
think would be much more likely to in-
fluence the political management and
political relations of the Middle East
with the West, ourselves and our West-
ern allies, than would purely military aid.
We have tried military measures, and in
my opinion, they have failed. As a mat-
ter of fact, this administration, some 2
or 3 years ago, offered aid to Pakistan in
creating the Northern Tier. Now it is
a failure, and we run to the United Na-
tions and ask their help. I approve of
that. But we contributed to that con-
dition. I think the situation is the out-
growth of historical activities, We have
failed to meet the situation with the
proper methods.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have failed, up
to now, to come up with the right policy.
I do not have the answer, but I hope that,
with our collective thinking, we may give
the administration some suggestions
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which will help them, in the interest of
peace in that area of the world.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has
expressed my view much better than I
could present it. The point I am trying
to make is that there are other methods
than purely military measures to be con-
sidered, and I hope some attention will
be given to them. I cannot overlook the
fact that for the first time since it was
started, budget requests for the exchange
program have been cut. That is an ex-
ample of failure of those shaping our for-
eign policy to realize other aspects of our
relations.

At the same time, the administration is
proposing enormous inereases in purely:
military assistance. That is the point I
am trying to make. It is not done from
any political motivation. I do not think
the administration should be so sensitive
to every criticism in Congress as being
motivated by political considerations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course, as the
Senator knows, increasing military ex-
penditures is the easiest way to get things
done, but it is not necessarily the best
way.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, T yield,

Mr. SPARKMAN. I apologize for tak-
ing more of the Senator’s time, but I
shall leave the floor, and may not have
an opportunity to make the statement I
have in mind.

I wish to compliment and commend
the able Senator from Montana for his
very scholarly discussion of the most
vexing problem engaging his attention.
His is a very fine presentation. I have
read the Senator’s speech in its entirety.

I may be getting a little ahead of the
Senator in the presentation of his ad-
dress, but there is one matter he touches
upon which perhaps may not have re-
ceived the attention of the public gen-
erally which it should have received in
the present trouble conditions in the
Middle East.

We hear over the radio today, for in-
stance, and we read in the newspapers,
that prospects for peace are looking bet-
ter in the Near East; but they are looking
better for one reason, namely, that Rus-
sia has come forward with a proposal.
For the first time now—ecertainly in re-
cent years—Russia is to be recognized as
one of the great powers or forces in the
Middle East. Heretofore those powers
have been England, France, and the
United States, primarily.

For years Russia has been trying fo
get into the Middle East. Of course, for
many, many years Russia has been trying
to reach a warm-water port. Now she
has moved right in, without effort. In
fact, the Middle East is virtually being
given to her. I feel that that is due
very largely to our notf having had, many
months ago, a definite, firm policy in
regard to the Middle East. So we have
defaulted; by our neglect we have more
or less created a vacuum, when we knew
that Russia would move in, as she does
everywhere else, where a vacuum is cre-
ated. We created a vacuum, and now
Russia has a foothold in that area; in
my opinion she is there to stay,

I hope the Senator from Montana will
comment on that situation. In his
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speech he refers to our failure to contain
Russia. I do not wish to interjeect pol-
ities into this discussion; but I cannot
help remembering that in the 1952 cam=
paign we were severely criticized regard-
ing the policy of containment, and our
opponents said that was not sufficient,
and that they were going to liberate.
However, they have not liberated; they
have not even contained.

We see the same sort of policy fol-
lowed in Indochina. When the Geneva
Conference was held, we took no part in
it. In that way we were helping create
a vacuum, and today the Communists
have moved in. Not only are they there,
but they are recognized. The northern
part of Vietnam belongs to them—all as
a result of the Geneva Conference.

Now what has happened in the Middle
East? England has lost a great deal of
her prestige and power there, as has
France; and the United States simply
sits back and says nothing that would
give the world notice that we had a firm
policy on which we would stand. In
other words, we helped create the vac-
uum, and now Russia has moved in; and
in my opinion she is there to stay. All
the talk has been about arms and
whether boundaries would be changed
and whether the arms imbalance would
be cured, and there has been talk about
the arms race and about war and al:gout
similar things. But during all that time
Russia was very expertly working her
way in, without any trouble whatever.

Today I read in the newspapers and I
hear on, the radio that peace in the
Middle East looks more possible because
we have agreed, or it is expected we
shall agree, to go along with Russia in
her proposal to maintain peace in the
Middle East. So, instead of our being
the great peace stabilizer there, Russia
is the one. She is where she has wanted
to be for so long, and it did not cost her
anything at all to get there.

I hope the Senator from Montana will
discuss that matter, because I value very
highly his extremely valuable views re-
garding all such matters and problems.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
tor from Alabama. I have to agree with
him that the Soviet Union is in the
Middle East, and in my opinion is in both
the Middle East and in Africa to stay. I
think we have overlooked the importance
of the Bandung Conference of April 1955,
and the fusing together of the Arab,
Asian, and African nations, and the fact
that since that time in the United Na-
tions the Asian-African bloc has con=-
stantly become stronger. That is the
decisive factor in some instances.

We know that since the Czech arms
were sold to Egypt, there has been fur-
ther Soviet and satellite penetration of
Africa. Only the other day there came
out a story that Russian technical as-
sistance and Czech arms would go into
the Sudan. We know that a week or so
ago, Soviet Union made an offer of tech-
nical assistance to Libya, but Libya
turned it down. Why? According to
what I can learn from reading the news-
papers, because we offered Libya $5 mil-
lion more than we already were giving
her. I do not think that is the way to
meet the Russian threat. I think we
should spend our dollars wisely, and
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should spend less dollars, not more. We
should generate something in the way
of ideas and understanding, and we
should proceed on that basis to work
with the people of other countries. In
that way we should develop a policy on
the basis-of which- we shall-be accepted
by other peoples—instead of making
gifts for which we expect gratitude.

Mr. President, these things are facts,
and we must recognize them. I say to
the Senator from Alabama, that in my
opinion the Soviet Union is in the Middle
East and is in Africa, and is in both
places to stay, and that will have to be
recognized as a factor in those areas in
the years to come, as well as at the
present time.

Mr. President, peace in the Middle
East has two facets. On the one hand,
there can be no durable peace unless the
tensions which threaten are relaxed and
ultimately dissolved. In this connection,
a stable and lasting peace will require a
genuine political settlement, not merely
a truce, between the Arab States and
Israel. It will require the correction of
ancient social and economic inequities
in the Middle Eastern states. It will re=
quire the development of responsible gov-
ernment where presently there is little
or none. It will require the determined:
use of modern skills and technical knowl-
edge in an effort to turn empty deserts
into fruitful, healthy lands—as Iraq, a
member of the Baghdad pact, is now do-
ing—which can sustain the millions of
Middle Eastern peoples. It will require a
growing unity among the states of the
Middle East; a unity aimed at construc-
tive mutual ends, rather than at political
manipulation and domination.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEU-
BERGER in the chair). Does the Senator
from Montana yield to the Senator from
New York?

Mr. MANSFIELD. T yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I have listened with
very great interest to the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Montana.
He is rendering a splendid service in
bringing some of the truth of this situa-
tion to the attention of the Members of
the Senate. The Senator from Montana
is also rendering a great service to the
American people by making this infor=-
mation available to them.

It seems to me that the Senator from
Montana has, in the last statements he
has made, placed his finger on an ex-
tremely important factor in the entire
situation. He has said that:

A stable and lasting peace will require a
genuine political settlement, not merely a
truce, between the Arab States and Israel.

I am very glad indeed that at long
last the United Nations has intervened
in the Middle East situation. But all
of us know that the terms of reference
given the United Nations are very lim-
ited, indeed. I do not believe there is
a possibility that the United Nations
alone will be able to secure the kind
of lasting peace which I know the Sen-
ator from Montana contemplates, and
which in my opinion is the only thing
that will have effective value in this
strife-stricken area.,
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say to the
Senator from New York that I agree
with him that some of the duties we push
on to the United Nations are really be-
yond its control and responsibility. I
would remind the Senator from New
York that the United Nations was cre-
ated to come into existence and opera-
tion once peace was achieved, follow-
ing the Second World War. However,
during all these years there has been no
peace., Consequently, we place certain
responsibilities on the shoulders of the
United Nations, and expect it at times
to do the impossible.

I am delighted that the distinguished
Senator from New York has brought
out the fact that the United Nations by
itself cannot do what many persons seem
to expect it to do. As a matter of fact,
I think that down through the years
the United Nations has exceeded all ex=
pectations, in view of the difficulties un=
der which it as an organization has had
to labor.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, as T _
have said, I am very glad indeed that the
United Nations has intervened. I am
sure—and I am confident that the Sen-
ator from Montana will agree—that al-
though a truce is a means of gaining
time, a truce is by no means a solution
of the situation. It is merely a pallia=
tive of probably short duration.

It seems to me that, Russia having
stepped into the vacuum which we have
created through our inaction, she will
be able to block any farflung political
settlement in the United Nations which,
in her opinion, would weaken her posi=-
tion and her power of creating and fo-
menting trouble in this torn part of the
world.

So it does not seem to me that the
United Nations alone can accomplish
the task that must be done. We seem
to be placing all our hope in the United
Nations. It does not appear to me that
there is any likelihood or possibility of
the United Nations bringing about a last-
ing peace, such as that contemplated by
the Senator from Montana, and which
is strongly in my mind as the only real
and permanent settlement of this ques-
tion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish it were pos-
sible through the United Nations,

Mr. LEHMAN. The United Nations
certainly cannot cure the situation
which will cause trouble so long as
Russia is in the Far East, and so long
as the Arab States declare their hatred
against Israel and their implacable de-
termination to wipe out the little de-
mocracy and drive its inhabitants into
the sea. The many troubled relation-
ships between the Arab States and Israel,
must be solved as promptly as possible,
I believe that our good offices, and the
very definite and vigorous stand our
country could take if it were willing to
do so, represent the only hope we have
for a lasting settlement and lasting
peace,

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
New York is correct when he states that
the United Nations cannot be expected
to solve the problem of peace in the
Middle East. But it is doing a good job.
We hope it can do better. But we should
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not expect too much of the United Na-

tions at this time. g
Mr. President, I have mentioned the
fact that unity is required in the states

of the Middle East, a unity aimed at.

constructive mutual ends rather than
political manipulation and domination.

These changes may seem impossible
to achieve. Yet in time they must be
achieved. Unless they are, there will be
no peace in the Middle East except one
imposed from outside the region.. Mr.
President, I have not pointed out any-
thing new in citing those long-range
problems of stability in the Middle East.
They are well-known and they have been
widely discussed. Many of our past poli-
cies have consisted of a groping for ways
to assist in dealing with them.

As I have noted, however, peace in the
Middle East has not 1 but 2 parts.
It consists of these long-range prob-
lems, but it also has an immediate as-
pect. The immediate aspect is to pro-
vide a margin of time, an opportunity
to deal with the long-range problems.
‘It is precisely this margin of time, this
chance, which is threatened by the pres-
ent crisis between Israel and Egypt.
Even if this erisis should pass, there are
likely to be others, unless further steps
are taken to forestall them.

In these circumstances, it seems to me
that a constructive policy for the Middle

East must proceed on two levels. It re-

quires a willingness on our part to co-
operate with others in dealing with the
long-range problems of peace in the
Middle East. If also requires us to make
unmistakably clear; however, our deter-
mination to join with others in doing
what may be necessary to maintain a lid
on the tensions which threaten the peace
of the region and the world, until they
can be eased and dissolved.

If the problem of peace in the Middle
East is viewed in the framework of these

two principles—ijoint action to ease the.

tensions from within, and joint action to
restrain them from without—then I be-
lieve we have a basis on which to main-
tain a constructive policy in the Middle
East.

Before considering the positive aspects
of such a policy, I should like to discuss
certain negatives. There are elements
in our present policy which have no place
in a constructive policy and the sooner
they are eliminated, the better the
chances will be to preserve peace.

First, a constructive policy in the
Middle East, Mr. President, cannot be
built on an eagerness to please everyone.
That has been tried, and it has failed
miserably. We have ended by pleasing
no one. The way to peace in the Middle
East, no less than elsewhere, is a hard
one, and we shall do well to concentrate
on what must be done rather than on
who likes or dislikes what is done.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Montana, in a characteristically delicate

way, has, I think, put his finger on one.
of the many weaknesses in our foreign.

policy, namely, the desire to please
everyone. Is it not true that Mr. Dulles,
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on the one hand, seemed to support

. Portugal in its claims to the permanent
possession of Goa? Then, when the op-'

position of India was aroused, he went

to India and tried to smooth down that

country.

On the one hand he gave encourage-
ment to Pakistan, and then, to please
India, made certain general statements
there.

He went to Indonesia and implied help -

to the Indonesians in their conflicts with
the Dutch over western New Guinea.
Then, to placate the Dutch, he implied
that he did not mean it.

In north Africa, in order to support
the French, he threw cold water upon the
spirit of nationalism and then implied at
the same time that he was against
colonialism. '

In Cyprus he indicated first that we
were with the Greeks, and then with the
British, but he did not wish to estrange
the Turks. He is for Israel, but sells
arms to Saudi Arabia.

' So may it not be said ‘that in our for--
eign policy Mr. Dulles and the State De- .
partment have been furiously in earnest:

on all sides of every question?

- Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Illinois has gone into some detail in em-
phasizing that point. However, I think
we ought to recognize that it is an im-
possibility to be a popular Secretary of
State. We know that no Democrat could
be a popular Secretary of State any more
than any Republican could,

It so happens that, in the light of the
times in which we live, problems are
many and difficulties are great. How-
ever, I think we have gone down the
middle of the road.

- Mr. DOUGLAS.
the middle of the road, or have we wob-
bled from one side to the other like a
drunken sailor trying to negotiate a path
in the darkness of the night?

Mr. MANSFIELD. One can go down.

the middle of the road and wobble from
side to side at the same time, :

Mr. DOUGLAS. Have we weaved or-

have we not staggered and spent most of
our time going sideways?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I prefer the use of
the term “weave,” because the word
“stagger” implies something which I am
sure the Senator from Illinois does not
have in mind.

However, let me say that in the case of
Goa, for example, it will be recalled that

the Portuguese Foreign Secretary came-

over here at that time on an official visit.
I assume that one of the things which

were discussed was the renewal of the.

American lease in the Azores, which ex-

pires in September. It may be—and this.
is all assumption—that the Portuguese.

Foreign Minister said, “Mr. Secretary,

this lease is coming up in September,.

covering Lagens and certain other fields
in the Azores. We are very agreeable to
the idea. How about saying a nice word
about us in Goa?”

I think Mr. Dulles probably was in a

- position from which he could not extri-

cate himself in one way or the other.

" What he did, I think—and this is all
assumption—was to get together with his
staff, perhaps, and draft a fine document.
He has a good legal mind, and he is quick
with words. What he brought forth was

Have we gone down-
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a-document which said, in effect, that we
recognize the fact that Goa has been a -
province of Portugal for more than 400 -
years. Perhaps Mr. Dulles thought that -
would get him out of his predicament,
because he was not saying that he fa-
vored the retention of Goa by Portugal.

-As soon as the news hit India, it
created quite a furor which has not .
subsided since but has, as a matter of -
record, been further accentuated by the
visit of Khrushchev and Bulganin.

This cause celebre is something which
the Indians, who are very conscious of
their newly won freedom and their aspi-
rations, have not lost sight of since.

However, I should like again to call to
the attention of the Senator that it was
not many months later before the Rus--
sian team of Bulganin and Khrushchev
began to do in another part of the world
what Mr. Dulles had done vis-a-vis Goa,
Ehrushchev and Bulganin said to the .
Indians that Goa should belong to India, '
They went to Afghanistan and said that.:
Pushtoonistan should belong to -Afghan- -
istan. - Then they went back to India-and '
said that Kashmir should belong to In-
dia, not to Pakistan. Therefore, what
we have is a game going on on both sides.
The only difference is that whereas we
go down the middle of the road, the:
Russians go in either direction, depend-
ing on whatever suits them. i

_They are as flexible—and we hear that"
word a great deal today—as can be.
They have no Congress to answer to, no
committees to appear before, and they
have no electorate to which they must
report. . .

Therefore, we must recognize the faect
that, regardless of what administration
is in power the ways of a Secretary of .
State are extremely difficult in this day
and age. :

~Mr. DOUGLAS. Of course, we Demo-
crats realize that. As a matter of fact,
we have observed much greater toler-:-
ance and much greater friendliness to
Mr. Dulles than our Republican friends'
observed toward Mr. Acheson.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is no ques-:
tion about that. That is to the credit of
the Democratic Party, because it indi-
cates we are a party of responsible
people.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true. I
should like to say also that in my judg-
ment Mr. Dulles would be a better Sec-
retary of State if he did not talk quite so:
muech, and if he did not give so many-
interviews. Every time he opens his.
mouth, he seems he put his foot into it. -

- Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? :
" Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Flor-

ida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, T was:
interested in what the Senator said about
Goa—that Goa had been settled by the
Portuguese more than 400 years ago, and
had been constantly occupied by Portu-
gal since that time. I desire to suggest
to the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana that the oldest settlement in the
continental United States, St. Augustine,
in the State of Florida, was settled not.
quite 400 years ago, but we are hopeful
of celebrating—that is, if the Indians
have not taken us back by that time—
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our 400th anniversary in 1965. I wish
the REecorp to show that we in the State
of Florida—and we hope all of the peo-
ple of the United States—will continue to
look forward to 1965 in the belief that
the occupancy of that fine area for all
this time has given us some right to stay
there.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate what
the distinguished Senator from Florida
has just said. However, I remind the
Senator that the first claim to St. Augus-
tine, I believe, was made by Spain. I
wonder what the reaction would be if
Spain were to resurrect that claim of 400
years ago and try to reclaim St. Augus-
tine as a part of its overseas empire.

Mr, HOLLAND. I did not know that
Spain had any overseas empire now.

Mr. MANSFIELD. She could under
this assumption, reacquire the old one.

Mr. HOLLAND. If she did, I believe
we would have to hold that we have
rights, which may not be quite 400 years
old, and that we paid Spain what we
thought Florida was worth in 1821. We
did not obtain our rights from Spain by
conquest, but by purchase. . f :

Therefore, I believe the argument
would really have fo go back to the In-
dians of 400 years ago. I prefer to be-
lieve that anyone who takes history seri-
ously at all would not contend that we
had not, by the development which has
taken place and all the other things
which have occurred since then, built
good title to that very interesting and,
we believe, lovable part of the earth,
St. Augustine.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
want to do complete justice to the Sec-
retary of State. Let the Recorp show
that I am certain he will not give St.
Augustine back to the Indians.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from
Montana will yield to me, I merely wish
to say that, knowing the closeness of the
relations between the distinguished
Senator from Illinois and the Secretary
of State, I am highly relieved to have
that good news. I know that we can
rely upon it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have said that a
constructive foreign policy cannot be
built on an eagerness to please everyone,
and that by doing so we usually end up
by pleasing no one. I am not suggest-
ing that our policy can or should ignore
the human interest of the people of this
country in the peoples of the Middle East.
That factor is a part of our interest in
the region and it must have a place in
our policy. But it is a part, not the to-
tality. I have enough faith in the good
sense of all our citizens to believe that
they will understand that concept, if it
is clear that we mean to take the steps
necessary to keep the peace in the Mid-
dle East. ;

Second, a constructive policy in the °

Middle East, Mr. President, cannot be

maintained unless it is clear that this -

country does not intend to permit the
annihilation of Israel.

port Israeli expansion at the expense o
the Arab States. :
CII—409

Conversely, it -
must also be clear that we shall not sup- °
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Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that if

we cut away all the underbrush, the last
paragraph which has been read by the
distinguished Senator from Montana
really is the crux of the whole situation.
I wish to quote it, because it is highly
important in the consideration of this
very complex question. If reads as fol-
lows:
- A constructive policy in the Middle East,
Mr. President, cannot be malntained unless
it is clear that this country does not intend
to permit the annihilation of Israel. Con-
versely, it must also be clear that we shall
not support Israell expansion at the expense
of the Arab States.

I wish to ask the Senator from Mon-
‘tana whether to his knowledge our Gov-
ernment—and the responsibility is that
of our Government—has taken any steps

.whatever to give assurance that it does

not intend to permit the annihilation of
Israel or to support Israeli expansion at
the expense of the Arab States. I know of

none. - I know that some very beautiful

words have been utfered by our Secretary

‘of State. However, I know of no assur-

ance that is effective or controlling, or

.that has been convincing to anyone, that
‘affirmative steps will be taken to prevent
the annihilation of Israel and, con-
.versely, the expansion of Israel at the-

expense of its hostile neighbors.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I may say to my
good friend from New York that the Tri-
partite Declaration of 1950 would indi-
cate to me that there is an interest in
seeing to it that preparations are not
made for an aggressive attack. The only

_difficulty is how to define the expression
“preparing to violate frontiers,” and so
_forth.

I was assured, although not as fully
as I should like to be, by the White House
statement on the Middle East policy,

-which to me was a reiteration in great

part of the Tripartite Declaration of

:1950, and also the reference to the use

of constitutional measures in case it was

.necessary to engage in hostilities,

It is true that the declarations have
not been strong enough, I will say to the
distinguished Senator from New York.

At the same time, declarations have
been made, and there have been a num-
ber of meetings with congressional
groups, with the idea in mind of keeping
them informed, and that shows that the
State Department at least is aware of
the difficulties and the dangers in the
powder keg atmosphere of the Middle
East.

Mr. LEHMAN. Iam glad to know that
our Government has kept the Committee
on Foreign Relations informed.
the greatest admiration for the members
of the Committee on Foreign Relations,

It does not seem to me, however, that
any steps have been taken to correct the
imbalance in military power which has
taken place in the Middle East, since the
agreement was reached between Soviet-
controlled Czechoslovakia, and Egypt to
send to the Middle East large supplies
of arms. This growing imbalance has

- been permitted to go on, and has not .

I have -
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been counterbalanced in any way by our
Government. In other words, our Gov-
ernment has sanctioned the building up
of a great superiority in power which
is destroying the balance of military
bower which had existed for many years
in the Middle East. That imbalance is
‘bound to continue to be a vital and ter-
rifying threat to the people of Israel,

I know of no steps whatsoever that
our Government has taken to remedy the
imbalance in power which has already
taken place or to prevent even a further
increase in it.

Mr, MANSFIELD, I do not think we
have faced up courageously to that ques.

‘tion. We have approached it too indi-

rectly. We have told the French that
we have no opposition whatever; that
as a matter of fact, we would approve
their shipping of 12 jet planes to Israel.
‘We have even told Canada, according
to the press, that we would not be op-
posed to selling 30 or 40 jet planes to
Israel. That, I think, is indicating an

JAnterest indirectly. That is not the

proper way to do it. Either we are going

‘to maintain the balance, or we are not;

and when we approach the subject in

.that way, we are losing out on both
_sides, and not achieving anything, in the

long run, so far as respect, prestige, and

‘leadership are concerned.

Mr. LEHMAN. I, of course, am not
speaking from personal knowledge with

‘regard to the shipment of arms te Israel.

I am depending on reports of reputable
and responsible newspapers and also on
reports which have been made to me by
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

It seems to me to be a perfectly unbe~
lievable thing that we say to our allies,
whose interests should be identical with
our own as ours should be identical with
theirs, “Go ahead, boys. We will wink
at your sending arms to the Middle East,

. but we are not willing to say publicly that
_We approve of the sending of arms.”

I cannot understand how a great Na-
tion such as ours, which has been built

.on high morals, which I hope will always
‘be maintained, can take such a position.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Such a roundabout
policy on the basis described by the Sen-

“ator from New York does this country
_no credit in the long run. y

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that so
far from checking the growing power
of the anti-Israel bloc, we have actually
increased the power of that bloc by the
sale of tanks by our Government to Saudi
Arabia? However it may be explained
away, the fact remains that those tanks
were sold by our Government, The sale
was discovered, and, because of objec-
tions of some Members of the Senate, led
by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY], the export was temporarily
suspended. But after 2 days the Depart-
ment allowed them to go through. But
whatever the justification, namely, that
we felt we had to continue to hold the
airbase in Saudi Arabia and we felt bound
by previous agreements, cerfainly the
practical effect of our own direct efforts
has been to increase the military power
of the Arabian bloc. Is that not correct?
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I cannot answer
that question, but I see my friend, the
Senator from Minnesota is present. He
has followed that question more closely
than have I. The information I have
gathered from statements of the Secre-
tary of State before the commitiee indi-
cates that arms were shipped to both
sides, the total being somewhere in the
vicinity of $90 million worth, of which
something like $30 million worth was
shipped to Israel and the balance to Arab
States.

Am I correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not have the
exact figures. From Mr. Hoover, Under
Secretary of State, we have information
as to the quality of arms, as well as the
nature of them, such as tanks, heavy
guns, light guns, and so forth. As to
whether we have sold arms to Israel
within the past year

Mr. MANSFIELD. This is over a
5-year period.

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have sold
some; I think, much more to the Arab
countries than to Israel. But it is fair
to say that other countries have been
selling right along to both sides.

The Senator may recall in reference to
the French planes which at the time the
Under Secretary, Mr. Hoover, appeared—
his first appearance was after the Saudi-
Arabian tank matter—he indicated that
there was no official decision on the part
of our Government relating to the then
alleged sale of the planes by the Gov-
ernment of France., I recall that, be-
cause I was trying to pin it down as to
whether the news story was accurate,
whether it was based upon rumor or upon
faets, and the Under Secretary indicated
that the Department did not have any
information as to that. Yet, 2 days later,
it was confirmed in the press.

It is that sort of thing which does not
please me, I cannot help but believe that
the State Department did know, through
one of its consular officials or its Am-
bassador or through some of its diplo-
matic channels, that this negotiation was
going on.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If we did not know
it we should have known it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; and par-
ticularly in view of the Tripartite Agree-
ment.

This roundabout way, as the Senator
has termed it, of giving concurrence in
and tacit support for the sale of arms
to either the Arabian States or to Israel,
on the part of our Government is at best
a very faulty and, at times, could be a
very dangerous policy. It does not make
us any friends. It makes us look as if
we were not a world leader, but a by-
stander. No other nation has so much
at stake in the Middle East as has Amer-
ica. It is at the crux of the whole issue
of world peace at the present time. I
am really alarmed.

I have talked with some of the more
responsible members of the State De-
partment about it, and the answer I got
in reference to our refusal openly to sell
to Israel at their request—and the sum
involved was only $15 million—is that if
we sold, then maybe the Soviet Union
would sell.

What kind of nonsense is that? The
Soviet Union is selling, It controls
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Czechoslovakia as surely as General
Motors controls Delco batteries. I think
we are deluding ourselves.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Montana remember the aphorism
of Sir Henry Wotton, who was not only
a very fine English poet of the 17th cen-
tury, but was also a diplomat, who de-
fined a diplomat as “an honorable man
sent abroad to lie for the good of his
country”'?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That isan old and
a well-known saying. I do not know how
true it is today, but I am quite certain
that during the period of diplomatic
history beginning with the Venetians it
was a time-honored tradition.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Montana feel that that definition
has been completely invalidated by re=-
cent developments?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Montana feel that, if not untruths,
at least statements of less than the truth
have been given to the American public?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not believe
any deliberate untruths have been given.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Illinois did not make such a charge.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think words
have been used which have created the
wrong impressions. I think wrong in-
terpretations have been given covering
certain sets of factors. But I have
enough faith and confidence in the
American people and in the press of
the Nation to believe that the informa-
tion will seep through, and that the
American people perhaps know a good
deal more about the actual facts of life
as they exist in the world than the ac-
counts which are issued through the
various propaganda organs in Goyvern-
ment agencies.

Mr. DOUGLAS, The Senator from
Montana is a very optimistic man.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. So far as the
field of foreign affairs is concerned, and
its relation to the press, I think, by and
large, the American press has done an
excellent job in disseminating informa-
tion from various parts of the world.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. T yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the
Senator from Montana recalls a press
conference which the President held
some two or three weeks ago, at which he
was asked about the shipment of arms
to Israel purely for its own defense.
He said, No, he did not believe there
would be any additional arms shipped
at the present time. He did not justify
that decision in any way on the ground
that the arms might conceivably be a
threat to Egypt or to the other Arab
countries, but merely on the ground that
a country as small as Israel could not
absorb more arms. I wonder whether
the Senator from Montana recalls that
statement made by the President in a
press conference.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not recall
that particular statement; but on the
basis of all the information I have, it
appears to me that Israel would have
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no trouble at all, in view of all the cir-
cumstances, in absorbing that amount
of arms at this time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely wish to
point out from my own observation or
point of view that it seems to me the
possibility of American open involve=
ment in this area upon any responsi-
bility for arms strength would be very
much limited and eased if we could re-
store the balance of military power.
The more the area gets out of balance
militarily, the greater the element of
danger is to the United States, first of
all in terms of our own leadership in the
world, or our role of responsibility; sec=
ondly, in terms of the use of American
manpower, which we hope and pray will
never be necessary.

I think it is fair to say that the Israeli
Government has never asked for Ameri-
can manpower. I think that fact ought
to be clearly pointed out. Certainly no
Arab State has asked for American man-
power.

What the Israeli Government has
asked for is the weapons with which to
defend themselves. I think it is very
important to note that of all the coun-
iries with which we have worked in for-
eign policy, a great many of them have
never been willing to raise their own de-
fense forces. I shall not embarrass any=
one by going down the list, but I ask
Senators in their own meditations to
think of all the countries in which the
United States has placed military equip=
ment, economic aid, and all other forms
of assistance, only to find, time after
time, that those countries have never
been able or willing—I should prefer to
say “able”—to train forces to defend
themselves, That is perfectly true in
the Asian areas and in other areas, as
well.

But Israel is a country which is will-
ing to pay for its weapons. It has
50,000 trained troops, some of the best
troops in the world, and two hundred
and some thousand others which they
can put into uniform over night, or
within 24 hours. It is a country which
is willing to defend its own borders; it
is willing to agree to a nonaggression
pact; it is willing to accept a truce; it
is willing to sit down and negotiate:
it is willing, possibly, to do anything
which anyone would be willing to do to
bring peace to the area.

It is willing to stand its own ground
without asking for one American soldier,
or even one American military training
mission.

It seems somewhat foolhardy fo deny
to a country like that the tools with
which to maintain the balance of power,
provided firm commitments of nonag-
gression are obtained.

I think our Government’s obligation,
under the Tripartite Agreement, as
Winston Churchill said 2 days ago, is a
matter of honor. In the Tripartite
Agreement of 1950, we pledged ourselves
to make certain that those borders re-
mained inviolate until such time as there
could be a settlement of any boundary
disputes. The TUnited States, Great
Britain, and France agreed that those
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borders should remain inviolate until a
peaceful settlement was made.

Until that matter can be settled
peacefully, the least that ought to be
done, it seems to me, is to sell to a will-
ing, democratic nation, a free nation, a
nation of freedom-loving people, the
tools with which fo take care of them-
selves. I think that is the objective of
our foreign policy. .

I submit that if that shall not be done,
and Israel should be overrun, then, be-
cause of the indirect political commit-
ments of this country, the United States
will be directly involved. I hope and
pray that that will not happen.

I want the American people to know
that one of the best ways of preventing
the United States from becoming in-
volved in hostilities is to let other coun-
tries have the means with which to de-
fend themselves. We will then be in
the position of saying there shall be no
aggression; that there will be peaceful
settlement, economic growth and politi-
cal stability, rather than hostilities.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is not that what
the Soviet Union does with its satellites
and other countries in which it is in-
terested? The Soviet looks out for it-
gelf, while letting the other countries
carry out what is, in effect, Russian
policy.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from Montana
upon his able speech. I am coming to
him, really, for help. As the Senator
may know, in times past I have support-
ed proposals for foreign military and
economic aid, because I have believed
they were both a part of the defense of
the United States. I did so under a
Democratic administration, and I have
done so under a Republican administra-
tion.

Incidentally, every time I supported

foreign aid, as requested by the Republi-

can administration, when I have gone
. back to my own State of Illinois, I have
found myself publicly and bitterly at-
tacked by the Illinois Republicans, So
I have taken such action to support the
administration at considerable risk fto
myself. There is a certain irony in the
matter; namely, that when one supports
the Republican administration, then all
the smudge-pots of the Republican Party
are turned loose upon him. The Repub-
lican administration does not thank him;
on the contrary, they try to defeat him
and join in the assault.

I have, however, been trying to make
up my mind about what I shall do this
vear. I have been studying the testi-
mony given by Secretary Dulles before
the Committee on Foreign Relations on
February 24 of this year. I hold a copy
of those hearings in my hand. I find
that the Senator from Montana was
present at that meeting, as he general-
ly is at such meetings. I should like
to ask him if the impression which he
received from the testimony is the same
as the impression which I have gained
from a reading of the transcript of the
testimony.

Secretary Dulles implied that Russia
was weak internally in certain vital re-
spects—agriculturally, in the field of
consumers’ goods, and so on. The im-
plication which I drew was that Russia
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was diminishing in strength. Isthe Sen-
ator from Illinois correct in that assump-
tion?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Secretary Dulles,
stated, at page 22 of the hearings, that
he had confidence that the policies
espoused by Chancellor Adenauer would
continue to prevail in Germany.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; the Secretary
said that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Secretary im-
plied that we need not worry about the
French situation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes: I believe he
said that. He mentioned something
about the permanent French civil serv-
ice, as I recall his testimony.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He implied that we
need not be worried about the conditions
in Jordan.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I assume that isso;
I do not recall.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, almost im-
mediately afterward, Colonel Glubb was
ousted from Jordan.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes;
month or so.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Secretary Dulles im-
plied, in response to a question asked by
the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SeargMAN], that the fears of the Is-
raeli that they might be exterminated
were unfounded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; that is cor-
rect. In general, the Secretary said
things were not too bad; they could be
worse.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And, at page 59 of
the hearings, the Secretary implied that
the forces of liberalization were setting
in within the Soviet Union.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; I observe, by
reading the Recorp, that that statement
is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was not the general
impression given by him was that the
strength of the United States and the
free world had increased during the past
year, and that the strength of the So-
viet Union had diminished, and that
there was not much to worry about?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is what I
gathered from the newspapers, and it
is what I gather from studying in detail
a transcript of the testimony.

Is it not also true that at just about
the same time Secretary Dulles was
testifying everything was going well, he
also proposed a bill asking for $4,900,-
000,000 for foreign aid, or about twice the
amount asked in previous years?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. That is a
little different. The figure is correct,
but I think at a meeting of the leaders on
December 13, Mr. Dulles did tell the
leaders he was going to ask for about
$100 million more this year; but Secre-
tary of Defense Wilson did not tell the
leaders the Defense Department was
going to ask for $2 billion more for de-
fense assistance. That is where the
figure of $2 billion comes from. The
total is $4.9 billion.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Which is almost
twice the amount requested last year.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And it does not fit
in with the rosy picture painted.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Whom is the Senator
from Illinois to believe? If he believes

within a
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the Secretary of State in his testimony,
he will have to vote against foreign aid,
because, quite obviously, if things are im-
proving, we do not need twice as much
money.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would suggest
that the Senator from Illincis do his
best to fuse contrasting and contradic-
tory testimony and then do what he he-
lieves in.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And what is that?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That the Senator
make up his own mind.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I must judge by the
testimony of persons who are supposed
to know. I had always thought the Sec~
retary of State was the official spokes-
man for this Government on foreign
affairs. On the one hand, he says things
are improving. On the other hand, he
asks us to vote almost twice as much
money as we voted last year. Am I to
believe Secretary Dulles on the 24th of
February, and vote for a big cut in for-
eign aid, or am I to believe him on some
other day, when he comes up to Con-
gress and asks for a doubling of foreign
aid? Which statement am I to believe,
or whom am I to believe, or is Secretary
Dulles not one, but many persons?

Mr, MANSFIELD. I suggest that the
Senator from Illinois really has hold of
a complex problem, but I am quite cer-
tain the Senator from Illinois will, as
he does in all matters, come to the right
conclusion, and vote accordingly.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Secretary of
State and the administration have those
of us on the Democratic side who want
to help them over a barrel. On the one
hand, if we do not vote for $4.9 hillion,
they will say we are not cooperating
with them. On the other hand, if we
vote for $4.9 billion, we know we are
going to be attacked by the Republican
Party for wasting money in efforts which
are not needed, in view of the world
situation. Secretary Dulles’ testimony
of February 24 will then be thrown back
at us. I suggest that if our Republican
friends want cooperation from those of
us on this side of the aisle, they should
tell us what the actual facts are. While
I have been very sympathetic to foreign
aid in the past, I shall want to know the
truth before I shall vote for the $4.9 bil-
lion. If there are any members of the
State Department in the gallery, as I as-
sume there are, let them carry that mes-
sage back. Some of us are being “fed
up” with being used as pawns in this
matter, and having our good faith and
desire to cooperate abused. We do not
relish being treated as simpletons and
being alternately gulled and reviled.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

" Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sen=
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, I wish
to say the Senator from Illinois has ex-
pressed the sentiments which I have
heard expressed in the cloakroom and
elsewhere. I see heads being nodded in
assent. I am sure the Senator particu-
larly well recalls the difficulty we had
last year, with respect to the foreign-aid
bill, in getting accurate information with
respect fo so-called unobligated funds.
In fact, the Senator may recall that on
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the very day we were voting on the for-
eign-aid bill, the amount of the funds
which were still unexpended were chang-
ing by the hour. I recall the Senator
received cabled information from one of
our commanders overseas—I believe it
was General Gruenther—as to funds
which were still unobligated or unex-
pended, which had not been reported
to us by the State Department or Defense
Department.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I recall that very
well. One hillion two hundred million
dolars was not reported, because, as I
remember, the Defense Department of-
ficials told us they would have a carry=-
over of only $100 million. When we got
through, it turned out to be $1,300.000,-
000. And in the last 5 hours of the last
day of the last fiscal year, the Defense
Establishment reserved $614 million,
which could just as easily be unreserved
the next day, the first day of the new
fiscal year.

Oh, yes, this aid program can stand
a lot of probing, and I am delighted that
the Chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations has seen fit to bring be-
fore us, during the last several weeks, a
proposal to carry on a thorough investi-
gation of the entire foreign-aid program,
so we shall know where we are going,
what our objectives are, and just how
useful this kind of program really is.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not fair to
suggest that one of the aspects of the
foreign-aid program which needs to be
laid bare to the Senate is the budgeting,
the accounting, the disbursing, and the
expenditures, because it is in that field
that we have always received so little
information and so much inaccurate in=-
formation—the amount of carry-over,
unexpended balances, and what is in
the so-called pipeline of movement of
supplies and equipment from the previ-
ous year's appropriation?

I do not think Congress can be ex-
pected to legislate on such matters un-
less all the necessary information is in
its possession. I think one other point
which the Senator from Illinois may
have raised, and which I did not imme-
diately detect, is the fact that last year
and the year before we were told the
foreign aicd bill would be reduced, and
that next year it would be reduced fur-
ther, that the next year it would go
down some more, and it was hoped that
we would get out of this business. In
fact, that was said last year. What
happened this year was that the unex-
pended balances which had been carried
over from previous years and the pre-
vious administration had been sorely
depleted. It is like the fellow who in-
herited some money. He finally got
around to spending his inheritance.
One day he had to go to work.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
mean the administration is now working
on the Senate?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The administra=-
tion is asking for money—not to give
more foreign aid. We are not going to
give more foreign aid; we are only going
to keep up what we are now doing. But
the administration has to ask for more
money because it spent that which was
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in the cash register, and which the ad-
ministration inherited. Sooner or later
we will have to take stock. If we have
not been misled, we also have not been
properly informed.

Also, with respect to the so-called
long-term aid program which has been
publicized so much, I call attention to
the fact that there is provided only $100
million in the whole bill. When one
reads of the President's proposal, he
would think the President had a great,
new, imaginative program, of worldwide
impact and effect. There is provided in
the foreign aid bill a total of only $100
million of long-term economic aid, unless
1 am sorely misinformed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Illinois is groping for the truth, and he
finds himself greatly mystified by the
conflicting policies of this administra-
tion. The Senator from Illinois is going
to put the welfare of the country first,
but he is quite certain, whatever he does,
the Republican Party will choose some
phase of the testimony with which to de-
feat and revile any Democrat who takes
any stand on any issue. If we believe
the Secretary of State, then we shall be
accused of not cooperating with the
President. If we believe the President,
we shall be accused of ignoring the advice
of the Secretary of State. So they have
us coming and going. I only hope the
American people realize the kind of shell
game that is being played.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I hope we can help
them realize it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Perhaps what we
Democrats should do is to refuse to vote
and let the administration see if they
can carry their measures with only Re-
publican votes. In self-respect that is
perhaps what we should do.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield further
to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAIRD
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Montana yield to the Senator from New
York?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish to say that I
think the Senator from Illinois has given
a very fair, clear, and persuasive analysis
of this situation and of what the Repub-
lican Party will seek to do.

However, I am not very much in doubt
personally about my position in this mat-
ter. I think I know what I shall do, and
I have no hesitation in stating it now.
I do not believe for a moment in the op-
timistic and rosy reports, which have
come to us from the State Department,
in regard to the world situation. I think
the situation, instead of improving has
deteriorated. I believe that today we are
in as great danger as we have ever been
lvl; since the end of the Second World

ar.

Mr. President, because I do not believe
those optimistic and rosy reports, I shall
vote for a larger appropriation this year,
compared to the appropriations in recent
years, because I think an increased ap-
propriation is absolutely mnecessary.
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However, I wish to know more regard-
ing the division that will be made of the
funds. I want authoritative information.
I am not by any means certain that most
of the increase in the appropriation
should be made available for military
aid. Instead, it seems to me that in-
creased amounts should be made avail-
able for economic, technical, and social
aid, so as to improve living conditions
in the countries we seek to help, and thus
keep them from coming under the in-
fluence of the Soviet Union.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield to me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe that the
analysis made by the Senator from New
York is an appropriate one, and repre-
sents good, sound judgment.

I desire to emphasize that the open
military budget, this year, of the
Soviets—their military budget available
to all the world to see, and not including
any hidden figures—indicates that for
this year the military expenditures by
the Soviet Union will be increased 12
percent. Therefore, I believe it incum-
bent upon us to weigh that fact at all
times as we consider our defenses and
our foreign-aid program.

The smiles of Mr. Bulganin and Mr.
Khrushchev are backed up by cold steel;
and the little black suitcase they earry
does not have campaign contributions in
it. Instead, that little suitcase is but a
reminder of the military strength of the
Soviet Union—which makes their smile
all the more threatening and diabolical.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, to
continue with my remarks. I come to
my third point, as follows:

Third. A constructive policy in the
Middle East cannot be maintained if it
is concentrated on the protection of our
economic interests in the Middle East
to the virtual exclusion of all others.
Earlier in my remarks, I addressed my-
self to the importance of these interests. .
They are of the greatest importance, and
I believe we should make every reason-
able effort to retain and even enlarge
them. We are not likely to be successful
in this effort, however, if their retention
becomes a be-all and an end-all. If our
foreign policy speaks with the full voice
of the people of the United States, that
will not be the case. It will be clear
to any who may have thought otherwise,
that whatever the importance of these
American economic interests, it is not
such that we will make a craven sacri-
fice of other peoples’ in‘erests, of our
own total interests, and of world peace.

Fourth. A constructive policy in the
Middle East, Mr. President, cannot be
maintained by seeking to buy peace or
good will in that region. As I have al-
ready noted, economic development is g
key factor in developing conditions of
stability. We have assisted in this proe-
ess in the middle eastern states in the
past, and we should continue willingly
to assist.

There can be no economic develop-
ment, however, if violence stalks the
region, Economic development cannot
take place unless there exists on the part
of the people directly involved a desire to
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turn from destructive to constructive
objectives. We eannot instill that de-
sire. If it is there, we can help; and
we should help if help is sought. But
there can be no bargaining, no bribery,
no trading of a TVA Jordan River de-
velopment or an Aswan Dam in Egypt,
for example, in the expectation that in
this fashion we shall please possible ag-
gressors. A policy based on an appease-
ment of that kind is more likely to feed
the flames of destructive ambition,
rather than to quell them.

Fifth. A constructive policy in the
Middle East, Mr. President, cannot be
maintained without a clearer evaluation
on the part of the executive branch than
so far evident, of the changed tactics of
the Soviet Union and the implications
of the changes for ourselves and other
free nations. In the Middle East, as
elsewhere, our policies have been built
largely on a base of the mililtary con-
tainment of possible military aggression
by the Soviet Union. The Baghdad Pact,
which links the United Kingdom, Paki-
stan, Turkey, Iraq, and Iran, is part of
the defensive pattern which evolved
from these policies. So, too, is the
Balkan Pact of Greece, Turkey, and Yu-
goslavia. We have supported both of
these pacts. We have aided the mem-
bers individually to build both their eco-
nomic and their defensive strength.

The policy of emphasis on military
containment was correct, in my opinion,
8 years ago, 5 years ago, 3 years ago.
Military containment is still essential
today; but the question we must answer
with logic, rather than with slogans, is
whether the emphasis on military fac-
tors in total policy for the Middle East
should be the same today as it was 3, 5,
or 8 years ago. Frankly, I do not know.
I wonder whether the executive branch
knows.

Certainly, it is idle to ignore the fact
that the Communists have jumped the
wall of containment in the Middle East,
not with military power, but with a
powerful diplomatic, economic, and cul-
tural offensive which has driven all the
way from Syria to the Sudan. It is
just as idle to.suggest that the sole
answer to these new tactics is neces-
sarily a response in kind on our part.
From the point of view of constructive
policy we need first to have a perceptive
understanding and evaluation of these
new Soviet policies; and if adjustments
in our present approach are indicated,
the executive branch should make that
clear to the American people.

Sixth. A constructive policy, Mr.
President, cannot be built on an absolute
reliance on the United Nations to main-
tain peace in the Middle East. The
United Nations has already made a major
contribution. Even now, the Secretary-
General of the organization is in the
Middle East attempting to conciliate the
contending forces. His mission has the
endorsement of the great powers, the
Soviet Union and the United States in-
cluded.

It may well be that if the great powers
continue to agree, all that needs to be
done can be done through the United
Nations. We ought not to place impos=
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sible burdens on that organization, how-
ever, and then be dismayed when it can-
not carry them. We ought not to forget
that the United Nations is powerless,
except as a voice of world opinion, in the
event there is disagreement among the
great powers.

It seems to me a matter of elementary
prudence that while we hope for the
agreement and cooperation of the Soviet
Union and others in keeping the peace
of the Middle East through the United
Nations, we prepare ourselves for dis-
agreement and noncooperation. We
may well face a situation which will re-
quire action in accord with the charter
of the United Nations, to be sure, but out-
side the United Nations.

I should like to turn now from the neg-
ative to the positive aspects of a con-
structive policy in the Middle East. It
seems to me that if we are to have such
a policy it must be built around these
elements.

First. We should have a clear pledge
by the President of the United States
that this Nation shall join with all others
willing to cooperate in preventing any
changes by force in the present boundary
demarcations between Israel and the sur-
rounding Arab States. This pledge
should not prejudge a final settlement of
this question.

Second., We should begin now, in co-
operation with others, to plan the meas-
ures which may be necessary to prevent
a major outbreak of violence in the
Middle East or to stop one if it should
occur, The Tripartite Declaration of
1950, in my opinion, is inadequate to
meet the needs of the present situation.
Dangerous and difficult measures may be
required to keep the peace and the sacri-
fices entailed should be shared on the
widest possible scale.

Until evidence of unwillingness to
accept the responsibilities for maintain-
ing peace in the Middle Eastern situa=-
tion is unmistakably clear, no nation
should be excluded from participating
in carrying out those responsibilities.
The logical site for considering this ques-
tion is in the United Nations. If neces-
sary, however, the President should be
prepared to meet in a Big 4 Conference
with the Soviet Union, France, and the
United Kingdom, or in a Seven-Nation
Conference which would also include
India, Turkey, and Pakistan, to con-
sider measures necessary to prevent an
outbreak of war in the Middle East.

Third. We should call at once a con-
ference of the Western European nations
which depend on middle-eastern petro-
leum, and the oil-producing nations of
this hemisphere. If the peace is to be
kept in that area, measures may have
to be taken which will shut off, at least
temporarily, Western Europe's major
source of petroleum. The immediate
problem is to find alternatives not only
to the oil but to the income which the
production and processing of oil repre-
sents to certain Western European
countries.

In a similar vein, the American people
need to have a clearer understanding of
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the part which American oil production
in the Middle East has played in the
situation there. The press is full of re-
ports as to how royalties paid in advance
have been used in political manipulations
to finance preparations for war, and in
other dubious ways. We need the facts
in this situation, and Congress has the
power to get them if necessary.

‘We also have an obligation to the in-
vestors in those American enterprises in
the Middle East. Measures of policy
which may have to be taken could en-
tail heavy sacrifices on their part, and
the United States Government should
be prepared wo ease these sacrifices.

Fourth. We should reexamine now our
need for bases and alinements in the
Middle East, in the light of shifting So=
viet tactics and the progress in weapons
development. We should consider aban=
doning those which may no longer be
essential or which can be retained only
on dishonorable terms.

Fifth. We should develop & new con=
cept of aid programs in the Middle East.
It should be aid after, not before, it is
clear that any given nation means to
turn from the path of war to the path
of peace, and we ought not hesitate to
shut off aid entirely if it is evident that
war is the objective of any state in that
region. Nor should fear of what the So=
viets may do or not do in this matter
cause us to swerve from a determination
to supply aid in this pattern. Least of
all can we have aid policies based on a
craven submission to blackmail in the
mistaken belief that it will buy peace.

Sixth. We should recognize, in the Cy-
prus situation, that the present crisis in
the Middle East requires the presence
of British military power on the island.
We can do so without prejudicing the
claims—and the rights—of the Cypriotes
to self-determination.

I believe this country’s friendship and
behavior over the past decade toward
Greece, Turkey, and Britain gives us the
right to enjoin restraint on them in the
Cyprus question. Even more, our com-
mon dedication to NATO requires that
we do so.

The positive measures which I have
been discussing, Mr. President, contain
only the outlines and suggestions of a
constructive policy. ‘They concern
largely the pressure from without which
is necessary to hold in check the tensions
in the Middle East. There is still the
whole range of questions which must be
dealt with to ease the tensions from
within, I believe, however, that what-
ever influence this country can exert on
those long-range problems will be more
usefully and effectively felt once our own
position is made clear.

Mr. President, let me say in closing
that I do not underestimate the fearful
responsibilities which fall to the Presi-
dent in the Middle Eastern crisis. Under
our system of Government, they can fall
nowhere else, not even in the National
Security Council, not in the Senate, and
not in the Congress. The President can
come to the legislative branch for re-
assurance, if he feels that he requires
it, as he did in the case of Formosa.
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In the end, however, the responsibility
for the execution of our foreign policy
is his. He cannot share that respon-
sibility of his office without doing vio=-
lence to the Constitution, and without
jeopardizing the safety of the Nation.
The Senate can advise—and ultimately
its consent is essential—but it is for the
President to act. If he acts with clarity,
with firmness, within the framework of
total interests of the United States, we
shall have a constructive policy for peace
in the Middle East. It will be a policy
that shall not lack for support from the
American people.
Mr, President, I yield the floor.

THE CITATION OF WENDELL H.
FURRY FOR CONTEMPT OF CON-
GRESS

During the delivery of Mr, MANSFIELD’S
speech,

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield to me
so that I may make an unusual request?
I have just left a hearing of the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations,
and the chairman has asked me to re-
turn immediately so that a quorum may
be maintained.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I will yield to the
Senator for a question.

Mr. McCARTHY. The chairman of
the subcommittee has asked me to re-
turn immediately so that a quorum may
be maintained. I have a three-page ex-
planation to make with regard to my re-
fusal to testify in a contempt case. I
very much dislike to make this request
of the Senator from Montana, but I
would very much appreciate the Sen-
ator's yielding to me.

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been giving up my time all after-
noon. Therefore I am perfectly willing
to yield to the Senator from Wisconsin
to make his remarks, provided I do not
lose the floor and that the interruption
appear in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered, and the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin may proceed.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, we
are again confronted with a situation
where an irresponsible judge is obstruct-
ing efforts by the Senate to investigate
and expose Communists. On August 11,
1954, the Senate unanimously eited Mr.
Wendell H. Furry for contempt of Con-
gress for his refusal to testify before the
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions concerning his former Communist
associates. Yet it will be impossible to
get a conviction because the case is to
be heard by Judge Bailey Aldrich, a de-
monstrably incompetent and irresponsi-
ble judge, whose past conduct proves
that he will not rule fairly and objec-
tively in a Communist case,

I say to my friend, the able Senator
from Montana [Mr. MansrFieLp]l, who
has been kind enough to yield to me so
that I may make this statement, that I
rise to explain why I will refuse to testify
in this ease. It is something that I must
explain to the Senate. I will refuse to
testify unless the Senate asks me to do so.
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As the chairman of the subcommittee
before which Furry committed eontempt
of Congress, I have been requested by
the Justice Department to testify in tne
Furry case. While I would be very glad
to testify if the case were going to be
heard by an unbiased judge, I am ad-
vising the Justice Department that I will
not testify unless Judge Aldrich with-
draws from the case. I will not, if I can
help it, be a party to the miscarriage of
Jjustice that is bound to oceur in Judge
Aldrich’s court in any case involving
communism.

Let me be very clear, Mr. President, as
to reasons why Judge Aldrich is un-
qualified to hear this case. Last fall,
an almost identical case was heard be-
fore Judge Aldrich’s court, the case of
U. 8. against Leon J. Eamin. EKamin, like
Furry, had been unanimously cited by
the Senate for contempt of Congress for
refusing to divulge the names of his
former Communist associates. But
thanks to Judge Aldrich’s completely ir-
responsible conduct, and his almost in=
credible rulings, Kamin was acquitted.

To begin with, Judge Aldrich refused
to let a jury hear the case. A jury had
been impaneled, but Aldrich used as an
excuse for discharging the jury the fact
that I had been applauded in the corri-
dors of the courfhouse as I was coming
to testify. Then, after he had arbi-
trarily given himself complete control of
the case, Aldrich made a number of
ridiculous rulings that assured Kamin’s
acquittal. His decisive and most absurd
ruling was that a subcommittee which
had been authorized to investigate “the
operation of Government activities at all
levels with a view to determining its
economy and efficiency” had exceeded its
Jjurisdiction when it investigated com-
munism in defense plants that were sup-
plied with Government funds and which
were under the security supervision of
Government security officers.

I thought at the time that these ex-
traordinary rulings could be explained
only by the fact that Judge Aldrich was
prejudiced. Several months later these
suspicions were confirmed when I
learned that Judge Aldrieh had refused
to sign a non-Communist oath several
weeks before the Kamin trial. He re-
fused fo sign an affidavit saying, No. 1,
“I am not a member of the Communist
Party,” and No. 2, “I am not now, nor
have I ever been, nor shall I ever know-
ingly become a member of any organiza-
tion that believes in, or advocates, the
overthrow by force of our American form
of government.” Judge Aldrich finally
signed this affidavit only after heavy
pressure had been exerted on him by
Massachusetts government officials.

Clearly this rebellious attitude against
signing a non-Communist oath indicated
prejudice on Judge Aldrich’s part in
cases involving Communists. ¥Yet he
failed to disqualify himself on grounds
of bias, as any responsible judge would
have done in a Communist case.

Mr. President, in the Furry matter we
have an almost identical case. It is
therefore a foregone conclusion that
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Judge Aldrich will acquit FPurry just as
he acquitted KEamin. Under the circum-
stances, it would be an utter waste of
time for me or any other Senator to
testify. If there were any chance of
getting a fair hearing of the case, it
would be a different matter. But in
Judge Aldrich’s kangaroo court, the
Government has not the slightest hope
of obtaining a conviction. Not only that:
Judge Aldrich, in the Kamin case, in-
sulted the Senate by refusing to uphold
its contempt citation; we should not give
Aldrich the opportunity to insult the
Senate again. We should not invite a
repetition of that shameful spectacle.

Let me say, Mr. President, that the
United States attorney in Boston, Mr.
Anthony Julian, and his assistant, Mr.
John M. Harrington, Jr., have done a
splendid job in preparing the Kamin and
Furry cases. It would be unfortunate if
their hard work should come to naught
because of the willful irresponsibility of
Judge Aldrich.

The correct thing for Judge Aldrich
to do is withdraw from this case and
permif it to be heard by another judge.
I hope he does so. I hope that Judge
Aldrich realizes that his conduct in the
Kamin case was a disgrace to the whole

Federal judiciary, and that the public’s

confidence in the judiciary will be
further shaken if he fails to withdraw
from the Furry case.

Mr. President, let me make it very
clear to the Senate that while I think it
would be a grave mistake for me to ap-
pear in Judge Aldrich’s court to testify,
when we know that there cannot be a
conviction in a Communist case, if the
Senate feels that I, as chairman of the
subcommittee, and after it has voted con-
tempt in the case, should go to the eourt
and make this useless gesture, I shall
accede to the Senate’s request.

May I say to the able Senator from
Montana that I greatly appreciate his
yielding time for me to make these com-
ments so that I can return to the investi-
gating subcommittee. I hope I can re-
turn the favor at some time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator may
have that opportunity.

PARTICIPATION BY THE TUNITED
STATES IN THE FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE ORGANIZATION AND IN-
TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZA-
TION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 97) to
amend certain laws providing for mem-
bership and participation by the United
States in the Food and Agriculture
Organization and International Labor
Organization, and authorizing appropri-
ations therefor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The chief clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be reseinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, I have sent to the desk a proposed
unanimous consent agreement, which is
submitted on behalf of myself and the
distinguished minority ' leader [Mr.
Knowranp]l. I ask that the proposed
agreement be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
proposed unanimous-consent agreement
will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That effective on Thursday, April
19, 1956, after the conclusion of routine
morning business, the call of the legislative
calendar, and the treaties on the Executive
Calendar, during the further consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 897) to
amend certain laws providing for member-
ship and participation by the United States
in the Food and Agriculture Organization
and the International Labor Organization
and authorizing appropriations therefor, de-
bate on any amendment, motion, or appeal,
except a motion to lay on the table, shall
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the mover of any such
amendment or motion and the majority
leader: Provided, That in the event the
majority leader is in favor of any such
amendment or motion, the time in opposi-
tion thereto shall be controlled by the
minority leader or some Senator designated
by him: Provided further, That no amend-
ment that 1s not germane to the provisions
of the said joint resolution shall be received.

Ordered further, That on the question of
the final passage of the said joint resolution,
debate shall be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled, respectively,
by the majority and minority leaders: Pro=
vided, That the sald leaders or either of them,
may, from the time under their control on
the passage of the joint resolution, allot ad-
ditional time to any Senator during the
consideration of any amendment, motion,
or appeal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
agreement proposed by the Senator from
Texas [Mr. Jounson]? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 11 A. M.
TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today
it stand in recess until 11 a. m.
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RELIEF FROM FLOOD DISASTERS

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I am deep=
ly grateful to my colleagues in the Sen-
ate for their action today in unanimously
approving four of my bills arising from
the flood disasters which afflicted my own
State of Connecticut and other States in
the Northeast during 1955.

Three of the bills should help speed
the task of relief and rehabilitation
should we have the misfortune to suffer
a repetition of disaster. These bills
would: First, authorize an increase in
FHA mortgage insurance for 100 per-
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cent guaranteed disaster loans for re-
pair or replacement of homes from
$7,000 to $12,000; second, provide for
rent-free accommodations in certain
federally aided housing for needy dis-
aster victims; and, third, permit stock-
piling of temporary housing for disaster
relief.

The fourth, most important of all, is
S. 3272, to expedite the construction of
small flood-control works for the protec-
tion of our communities. This bill, when
finally enacted, will enable the Army en~
gineers to break through the bottleneck
of time which has been the most serious
obstruction to speedy action for perma-
nent flood protection.

It is my hope that the House of Rep-
resentatives will act promptly on all of
these measures. Together with bills
previously approved by the Senate, they
are an important part of our over-all
program to provide the people the pro-
tection against the ravages of floods for
which the need was so tragically demon-
strated in 1955.

THE VETO OF THE FARM BILL

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I have read with great
alarm President Eisenhower’s farm bill
veto message. With equal alarm and
bitter disappointment, that I am sure
is shared by the farmers of America, I
listened to his nationwide broadcast on
this matter.

As a member of the Senate Agricul-
ture Committee that held extensive
hearings with farmers on farm problems
all over America last year, as one who
helped draft the Senate Agriculture
Committee’s version of a farm bill, as a
member of the conference committee
that drafted the final measure agreed
upon by both Houses of Congress which
President Eisenhower vetoed, and as the
senior Senator from a State that is
chiefly agricultural and whose agrarian
population is principally made up of
small farmers, depending greatly upon
the agricultural policy of government,
I feel dutybound to take the President
of the United States to task for his veto,
his reasoning behind his veto, his report
to the people on his action, and his re-
quest for soil-bank legislation.

President Eisenhower said in his tele-
vision message to the people that he was
not a politician and that his veto was
based upon what is best for the farmers
and what is best for the entire Nation.

His implication was that we in Con-
gress played politics in writing the farm
bill. That is political slander, I am
afraid Mr. Eisenhower is too much of a
general to understand that we in Con-
gress represent and work for the inter-
ests of a diversity of people from various
sections of the Nation that grow a vast
variety of agricultural commodities.
Certainly there were many amendments
offered by many Senators to the farm
bill. Many were adopted and many were
voted down. In committee we gave and
took legislation, always in the best pos-
sible interest of the people of this Na-
tion as a whole.
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If any Senator or Representative
wanted to play politics with farm legis-
lation he would certainly choose an
easier way to do it than to spend months
in the field listening to the problems of
the farmers from the farmers, and then
more months attempting to forge out a
bill reflecting the needs of the farmers,
as we in the Congress did.

On the contrary, in speaking of poli-
tics and farmers, I am wondering if Mr.
Eisenhower has ever listened to farmers
and if he has once looked into the farm
bill he vetoed and figured out what he
has deprived the farmers of in dollars
and cents by his action.

The fact is that by vetoing the farm
bill, President Eisenhower has literally
taken $2,334,000,000 out of the farmers’
pockets. His veto will cost farmers
$2,334,000,000 in reduced income. He
did not tell the people this the other
night. No. He did not tell the people
that by vetoing 90 percent of parity he
had reduced farmers’ cash income by
$490 million on basic commodities alone,
and $144 million in grain feeds, and
$1,700,000,000 in conservation and soil
bank payments that would have func-
tioned with rigid controls and 90 perecent
of parity backing up the farmer in his
participation of that program.

President Eisenhower did not tell the
people that cotton under the 90 percent
of parity bill passed by Congress would
bring the farmers $1,717,000,000, but that
under the program President Eisenhower
will manage, the farmer will only net
$1,5568,000,000, realizing a loss of $159
million. Broken down simply, it means
that the President's principle of less in-
come for the farmer is best for the farm-
ers and that neither the farmers nor
Congress know anything about agricul-
tural problems. This veto of Mr. Eisen-
hower’s is costing farmers a loss of ap-
proximately $9 per acre of cotton they
grow; $10 per acre of rice; $9 per acre
of peanuts; $4 per acre of wheat; and
$2 per acre of commercial corn.

Under the bill passed by Congress, corn
farmers would have received $957 mil-
lion. But because of the President's
veto, they will receive 84 percent of par-
ity, or $870 million, realizing a loss of
$87 million. Wheat, under the congres-
sional 90 percent of parity, would bring
$1,768,000,000, but, as a result of Presi=
dent Eisenhower’s veto, will bring the
farmers only $1,558,000,000, realizing a
loss of $210 million. On peanuts, the
farmers would have received $162 mil-
lion, but because of the President’s veto
they will get only $144 million, realizing
a loss of $18 million. As for rice, the
story is the same. TUnder the bill passed
by Congress farmers would have received
$200 million, but because of President
Eisenhower they will get only $184 mil-
lion, realizing a loss of $16 million.
These figures can be verified by the Leg-
islative Research and Reference Division
of the Library of Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point a
table prepared by the Legislative Re-
search and Reference Division of the
Library of Congress.
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
Support prices and indicated value of marketings for 1956

|Based upon average yield from age allotments (cotton) and intentions to plant (parity as of Mar, 15; 1956)]
[Millions of dollars]
Indicated marketings 90 percent oi Total loss in
t.henl':igbar Vaoet President Valus t5 hasicmmoom
parity ue to ro e

Commodity vided %y farmer &ulﬁ':; farmer m‘a <o :tos

Unit Quantity Congress from veto resulting

from veto
Cotton Milllon bales. .. oceaciiaionioraaias 10.8 0. 3180 1,717 (0. 2885) 1,558 159
‘Wheat Million bushels._ _ 779 227 1, 768 2,00 1, 558 210
Corn do. 580 1.65 957 1.50 870 87
Riee Thousand hundredweight......... 40, 876 4.9 200 4.50 184 16
P Million pounds. oo mceceeeaae 1,350 .12 162 107 144 18
]~ R e S e S N i i e (8. o TeTEPRTREEl 4,314 490
Feed grain osses resulting {rom veto 144
Total loss in grains and basie commodities resulting from veto 634
Toss in soil bank and conservation payments resulting from veto. .. 1,700
Grand total veto loss to farmers, 2,334

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, on and on the difference
goes and up and up mounts the loss in
income to farmers. Surely the Presi-
dent does not think the farmers of Amer-
ica will swallow his story claiming that
he has done what is best for the farmers.
He said 90 percent of parity was best
for the farmers in 1952. He should have
traveled with the Senate Agriculture
Committee last fall if he wanted to know
something about farm problems. He
speaks of grass-roots movements in his
veto message. He is probably an author-
ity on grass roots; but I am inclined to
believe that the only grass roots on
which he is an authority are on the golf
greens. What he should know is some-
thing about the farmers’ cost of living
versus the farmers’ shrinking income. If
he had wanted really to help the farmers
he would have approved the bill, which
would have given the farmers more than
$2%4 billion.

He has completely broken his word and
faith with the farmers of the Nation.
I am not calling him a political liar. If
he were not the President of the United
States, I do not know how far I would go.
In Columbia, 8. C. in his campaign
speech, he promised the people he would
back 90 percent of parity without any
“ifs, ands, or buts.” Since then he said
he meant 90 percent of parity in the mar-
ketplace. This is not what he promised,
and to keep the record straight I will
quote now exactly what he said in Co-
lumbia, S. C., on October 1, 1952, when
he was seeking the farmers' vote:

For example, I believe wholeheartedly and
without any “ifs” or “buts” in Federal pro-
grams to stabilize farm prices, including the
present program insuring 90 percent of parity
on all basic commodities,

Candidate Eisenhower did not say he
favored a program. He did not say he
favored 90 percent of parity in the mar-
ketplace. He did not say he favored
some sort of a program, and certainly he
made no mention of sliding parity. He
specifically said he favored the “present
program” of 90-percent price supports,
and the “present program” at that time
was the same 90-percent support pro-
gram Congress passed last week, and
which President Eisenhower said was a
major cause of his veto. He talks of

principles and people. What kind of
principle is it that makes a man say

he is for the farmers, promise them con-

tinuation of a program, and then after
election kills the bill that would do what
he had promised, and reduces the farm-
ers’ income by more than $2 billion? He
has confused prineiples with military
tactics, for certainly no man would do
such a thing except for expediency to win
a point or to win a battle. And in this
case the point is covering up his own
failures with confusion.

This does not sound like the same man
that vetoed the 90 percent of parity
farm bill in the White House does it?
Well, its the very same Ike who promised
a lot of other things. I must say, either
the man in the White House has pur-
posely for political reasons misguided the
people or he does not even know what he
reads that others write for him.

Robert Montgomery is a good movie
actor, but is a very poor adviser on farm
problems.

The President wants the soil-bank
program, but he does not want 90 percent
of parity. Well, he might as well know
now that one will not work without the
ot